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Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation 
1522  K Street  .\.W. 
Washington.  D.C.  20005 


September  11,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stem 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

This  Is  In  response  to  your  request  of  July  19,  1978,  received  In  our 
Denver  office  on  August  7,  1978,  for  comments  on  the  draft  environmental 
statement  for  MX:  Milestone  II.  We  have  reviewed  the  statement  and  note 
that  the  undertaking  will  affect  archeological  sites  In  the  States  of 
California,  Arizona,  Colorado, Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Texas,  Tennessee, 

Kansas,  Nebraska,  Oklahoma  and  Utah,  properties  Included  In  or  that  may 
be  eligible  for  Inclusion  In  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

Pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of 
1966  (16  U.S.C.  470f,  as  amended,  90  Stat.  1320)  Federal  agencies  must, 
prior  to  the  approval  of  the  expenditure  of  any  Federal  funds  or  prior 
to  the  granting  of  any  license,  permit,  or  other  approval  for  an  under- 
taking, afford  the  Council  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  effect  of 
the  undertaking  upon  properties  Included  In  or  eligible  for  Inclusion 
in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

Until  the  requirements  of  Section  106  are  met,  the  Council  considers  the 
draft  environmental  statement  Incomplete  In  Its  treatment  of  historical, 
archeological,  architectural  and  cultural  resources.  To  remedy  this 
deficiency,  the  Council  will  provide,  in  accordance  with  Its  "Procedures 
for  the  Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties"  (36.CFR  Part  800), 
substantive  comments  on  the  effect  of  the  undertaking  on  these  properties. 
Please  contact  Michael  .1.  Bureman  at  the  Council's  Denver  office,  P.  0. 

Box  25085,  Denver,  Colorado  80225  or  (303)  23i4-4946,  an  FIS  number,  to 
assist  you  In  completing  this  process. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Louis  S . Wall 

Assistant  Director,  Office  of 
Review  and  Compliance,  Denver 


The  Council  ii  nn  indepenJenf  unit  of  the  Excculhc  Branch  of  ibe  federal  Couernment  charged  by  the  Act  of 
October  1 S,  to  advise  the  President  and  Congress  m the  f.eld  of  Historic  Preservation. 
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DEFENSE  NUCLEAR  AGENCY 

WASHINCTpN,  D.C.  20305 


1 SEP  1978 


SUBJECT:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on  MX:  Milestone  II 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAF/MIQ) 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 


The  DEIS  on  MX:  Milestone  II,  provided  by  your  letter  of  19  July  1978, 
has  been  reviewed.  Matters  of  interest  to  DMA  are  principally  those 
which  affect  the  hardness  and  survivability  (H/S)  of  the  MX  system 
against  nuclear  weapons  effects.  Specific  comments  follow: 

a.  Paragraph  1.1. 1.3  ~ Nuclear  H/S  - Page  11-23. 

A brief  description  of  the  simulation  methods  would  be  appropriate 
to  indicate  that  testing  similar  to  Misers  Bluff  High  Explosive  Test,  the 
Transportable  Electromagnetic  Pulse  Simulator  or  other  EMP  simulators  may 
be  required.  It  does  not  seem  appropriate  to  close  out  the  option  of  under- 
ground nuclear  testing  at  this  stage  of  development. 

b.  Paragraph  1.1. 3. 4 - Nuclear  Hardness  and  Survivability  - Page  11-28. 

There  is  an  apparent  inconsistency  in  the  requirement  for 
underground  nuclear  testing  with  that  expressed  in  paragraph  1.1. 1.3.  A 
more  detailed  explanation  of  required  testing  may  be  appropriate  parti- 
cularly since  these  tests  may  have  environmental  consequences.  Further 
since  hardness  and  survivability  are  a requisite  to  the  entire  MX  concept, 
it  would  be  appropriate  to  plan  a suitable  testing  program  that  would 
demonstrate  system  survivability  in  a nuclear  environment, 

c.  Paragraph  3.4.3  - Kirtland  Air  Force  Base  - page  11-99. 

The  use  of  EMP  simulators  described  here  is  not  consistent  with 
the  requirements  stated  in  a similar  paragraph  at  the  bottom  of  page  II-8. 

If  the  advanced  research  electronic  simulator  (ARES),  a DNA  test  facility 
at  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  is  to  be  used,  suitable  scheduling  is  required. 

FOR  TOE  DIRECTOR: 


CY  FURN: 

DASD (Environment  § Safety) 


RICHARD  N.  CODY  / 

Major  General,  USAF 
Deputy  Director 

(Operations  and  Administration) 


VI  - 1-2  Public  Comments 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 
OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  NAVAL  OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON.  O.C.  20)S0 


IN  Rtn.Y  RCFCN  TO 

Ser  453/721511 
7 Sep  1978 


Dear  Dr.  Stern, 

As  requested  in  your  letter  of  July  19th,  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  MX:  Milestone  II  has  been 
reviewed. 

The  Department  of  the  Navy  has  no  comments. 

Sincerely, 


B.  F.  MONTCM 
CommaiyferyCEC,  U.S.  Navy, 
Dirc.'toryi/ivironmaiifal/ 

P'ctp  ;tic  1 i<  Occupational 
v,-'!//  5 Health  Division 

Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D.  e,  ctiroction  of  the 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAP/MIQ)  r .it  .Naval  Operations 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Pentagon 

Washington,  D.  C.  20330 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATSON 

FCDERAl  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


WESTERN  REGION 

September  1$,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stem 

Deputy  for  Environmental  and  Safety 
Department  of  The  Air  Force 
Washington  D.  C.  2033O 

Dear  Dr.  Stem: 

We  have  now  conqileted  the  review  of  yoiur  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  regarding  MX:  Milstone  II  and  our  comments  are  as  follows: 

1.  From  our  preliminary  review  findings  it  appears  that  initial  testing 
and  operation  at  Vandenberg  should  have  no  effect  on  our  existing 
communication  type  facilities.  Since  these  areas  eire  so  vast  and 
without  specification,  we  cannot  offer  in  this  particular  case  a final 
assessment  except  in  the  stated  general  terms. 

2.  According  to  the  map  of  the  areas  considered  viable,  it  is  generally 
felt  that  a substancial  impact  effect  could  occur  on  future  PAA  selected 
facility  sites  not  only  where  we  install  transmitters/receivers  but  also 
where  PAA  overland  leased  lines  are  involved. 

3«  Please  be  advised  that  this  approval  does  not  obviate  the  requirement 
for  the  Department  of  The  Air  Force  to  file  a notice  with  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  where  applicable  and  as  stipulated  under  Part  77 
of  The  Federal  Aviation  Begulations. 

We  appreciate  the  courtesy  in  bringing  this  matter  to  our  attention. 


Regional  Planning  Officer 


P U iUX  WDRIUWAT  rgSTAl  ClilllPI 

10$  AN6(irs  CAltfOANU  90009 
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Public  Cornments 


Federal  Energy  Pegulatory  Commission 

Washington,  O.C.  20426 


September  5,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 
Deputy  for  Environment  & Safety 
(SAF/MIQ) , Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 


I am  replying  to  your  requests  of  July  19  and 
August  14,  1978  to  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
for  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
on  MX:  Milestone  II.  This  Draft  EIS  has  been  reviewed  by 
appropriate  FERC  staff  components  upon  whose  evaluation 
this  response  is  based. 


The  staff  concentrates  its  review  of  other  agencies’ 
environmental  impact  statements  basically  on  those  areas 
of  the  electric  power,  natural  gas,  and  oil  pipeline  industries 
for  which  the  Commission  has'  jurisdiction  by  law,  or  where 
staff  has  special  expertise  in  evaluating  environmental 
impacts  involved  with  the  proposed  action. 

We  note  with  interest  that  energy  demands  are  identi- 
fied as  one  of  four  key  growth-related  effects  at  the  state 
and  regional  levels  during  full-scale  engineering  development 
and  the  basing  mode.  The  EIS  indicates  that  deployment  of 
the  MX  in  any  of  the  suggested  regions  is  likely  to  cause 
electrical  demands  in  excess  of  planned  capacity,  especially 
in  the  northeastern  United  States  and  particularily  in  New 
York  State.  It  would  appear  that  these  impacts  have  been 
adequately  identified  and  delineated.  During  finalization 
of  the  EIS  it  is  suggested  that  the  recent  report  by  the 
Northeast  Power  Coordinating  Council,  Task  Force  on  Load 
and  Capacity  (April  1,  1978) , be  used  to  refine  the 
energy  impact  analysis  for  that  region  of  the  U . S . 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  statement. 


Sincerely, 

I /jack?  M.  Heii 


1 ...  Heinemann 

. 'Advisor  on  Environmental  Quality 
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National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration 

Washington.  D.C. 

20546 


LB-4 


September  22,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stem 
Deputy  for  Environment  and 
Safety  (SAF/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  DC  20330 


Dear  Dr.  Stem: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  MX:  Milestone 
II  Program  has  been  reviewed  by  NASA  personnel.  V/e  have  the 
following  comments,  all  related  to  the  effects  of  the  launch 
exhaust  cloud  described  in  Voliune  III. 

1.  On  pages  III-298  through  III-308,  the  draft  compares  the 
quantity  of  exhaust  products  emitted  to  the  atmosphere  from 
the  MX  with  those  of  the  Titan  III  and  the  Space  Shuttle. 

For  example: 

a.  "...the  total  MX  exhaust  emissions  to  the  atmos- 
phere would  be  less  than  those  released  by  Titan  III 
by  a factor  of  four."  (page  III-299,  para.  2). 

b.  "...the  amount  of  gaseous  exhaust  from  a MX  launch 
would  be  1/10  that  expected  from  a Space  Shuttle  launch." 

(page  III-300,  para.  1). 

c.  "The  small  s5.ze  of  the  MX  vehicle  in  comparison  to 
Titan  and  Shuttle  vehicles,  and  the  launch  frequency 

of  5 MX  vehicles  per  year,  produce  an  expected  effluent 
per  unit  volume  discharged  into  the  atmosphere  that 
is  a factor  of  six  to  ten  times  less  than  in  the  case 
of  Titan  III  or  the  Space  Shuttle  respectively. " 
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d.  "...this  amount  (of  aluminum  oxide  released  in 
the  lower  atmosphere)  is  two  orders  of  magnitude 
smaller  than  the  amount  released  in  the  same 
altitude  interval  by  the  Space  Shuttle..."  (page 
III-307,  para.  2). 


l-5(cont) 


To  avoid  the  inconsistencies  that  appear  in  these  and  similar 
statements,  it  is  suggested  that  absolute  quantities,  rather 
than  ratios  or  factors,  be  specified.  If  comparisons  are  con- 
sidered necessary,  the  text  should  be  rewritten  to  clarify 
the  conditions  for  which  each  comparison  applies. 


2.  Figure  3-10  (page  1II-301)  shows  a comparison  of  the  peak 
concentration  of  hydrogen  chloride  using  both  the  USAF  Opera- 
tional Model  and  the  NASA  Model  for  the  Titan  III  launch 
vehicle  and  employs  the  USAF  Model  to  estimate  a peak  con- 
centration for  the  MX  missile.  The  Titan  HI  calculation  by 
the  NASA  Model  was  made  in  1973  and  that  model  has  since  been 
extensively  refined.  The  current  model,  which  provides  a 
better  prediction  of  the  event,  tends  to  show  peak  concentra- 
tions considerably  lower  than  those  predicted  by  the  older 
model,  and  these  trends  have  been  borne  out  by  experiments 
at  the  Kennedy  Space  Center.  The  predictions  of  peak  con- 
centrations for  Shuttle  launches  (Table  3-18,  page  III-303) 
were  made  with  the  current  model  and  the  significantly  lower 
maximum  peak  concentration  (3.38  ppm)  is  evident.  Thus  the 
prediction  you  show  for  the  MX  is  unduly  conservative  and 
this  point  should  be  made  in  the  text. 


3.  In  Table  3-17  (page  III-302) , suggested  short-term  emer- 
gency exposure  limits  for  exposures  of  occupational  personnel 
to  hydrogen  chloride  and  carbon  monoxide  are  attributed  to 
NASA  Contractor  Report  CR-1205  (III).  The  citation  should 
be  to  the  original  sources,  references  13-135  and  13-136  of 
that  report.  In  addition,  you  may  wish  to  cite  a journal 
article  containing  much  the  same  information.* 


1-7 


4.  Tlie  "1  km  Downstream"  list  of  constituents  shown  in  Table 
3-19  (page  III-304)  includes  the  combined  effects  of  both 
afterburning  and  turbulent  mixing  with  ambient  air.  This 
should  be  stated  explicitly  to  explain  the  significant  changes 


1-8 


*See  Smyth,  Henry  P. : "Military  and  Space  Short-Term 
Inhalation  Standards."  Archives  Environmental  Health . 
Vol.  12,  April  1966,  pp  488-490. 
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from  the  constituents  at  the, nozzle  exit  plane.  In  addition, 
inclusion  of  a comparable  constituent  list  for  a hypothetical 
"1  km  Downstream"  case  including  afterburning  but  excluding 
mixing  would  be  instructive,  showing,  for  example,  the  further 
oxidation  of  carbon  monoxide  to  carbon  dioxide  and  the  creation 
of  other  trace  species,  such  as  chlorine.  Tliis  table  was 
developed  for  the  Space  Shuttle  solid  rocket  motor  exhaust 
(Table  4-1,  page  58,  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Space 
Shuttle  Program,  April  1978)  and  is  applicable  to  the  MX. 

5.  The  second  paragraph  on  pg.  305  tends  to  be  misleading, 
implying  that  NASA  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  small 
particles  of  AI2O3  could  penetrate  the  alveolar  spaces  in  the 
lungs  if  inhaled.  NASA  calculations  have  only  been  made  on 
the  particulate  distribution  that  may  be  contained  in  the 
ground  cloud  and  its  relation  to  average  primary  and  secondary 
standards.  The  ambiguous  language  should  be  altered  to  clear 
up  this  point. 

6.  Table  3-20  (page  111-308)  was  taken  from  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  for  the  Space  Shuttle  Program.  The 
material  has  since  been  updated  in  the  final  statement  and  the 
revised  figures  should  be  used  (Table  4-2,  page  59,  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement,  Space  Shuttle  Program,  April  1978) . 
More  generally,  the  MX:  Milestone  II  Program  draft  cites  the 
NASA  Space  Shuttle  Program  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
as  reference  in  a number  of  places.  The  final  statement,  dis- 
tributed in  May  1978,  should  be  cited  insteau.  A copy  is 
enclosed. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely 


Nathaniel  B.  Cohen,  Director 
Management  Support  Office 


Enclosure 


-8 (cent) 
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NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDATION 

WASHINGTON.  D.C.  30550 


September  21,  1978 


OFFICE  OF  THE 
ASSISTANT  OlAECTOn 
FOn  ASTRONOMICAL, 
ATMOSPHERIC,  EARTH, 
AND  OCEAN  SCIENCES 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  DC  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

Your  letter  dated  19  July  1978  with  an  attached  copy  of  the  5-volume 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  on  MX:  Milestone  II  arrived  here 
at  the  National  Science  Foundation  (NSF)  on  1 September  1978.  The 
requested  reply  date  to  your. office  for  NSF  comments  on  the  statement 
was  5 September  1978.  A telephone  communication  with  your  office  did 
not  ascertain  the  reason  for  the  delayed  receipt  at  NSF,  but  we  were 
advised  of  an  extension  of  the  reply  date  to  22  September  1978. 

The  NSF  has  reviewed  the  draft  and  has  found  the  socio-economic  and 
archaeological  aspects  of  the  statement  of  particular  interest.  We 
offer  the  following  comments: 

Socio-economic 

The  statement  presents  environmental  considerations  for  use  in 
deciding  whether  to  proceed  into  Full-Scale  Engineering  Develop- 
ment (FSED).  The  comments  presented  are  concerned  with  the  economic 
and  social  impacts  discussed  in  this  draft.  In  particular,  the 
comments  are  concerned  with  the  materials  discussed  in  Volumes  I, 

II,  and  IV. 

As  a general  comment,  the  methodology  or  models  used  to  determine 
the  employment  and  investment  impacts  are  not  adequately  defined  in 
the  text  — page  1-90  states  that  the  total  magnitude  of  the  direct 
and  indirect  impacts  were  computed  using  the  National  Input-Output 
Model  (BEA,  1974).  Our  understanding  of  this  model  is  that  it  presents 
national  numbers  based  on  1972  data.  BEA  does  have  a multi-regional 
input-output  model  (MRIO),  but  that  model  is  based  on  1963  data.  If 
the  analysis  used  the  national  model,  how  are  the  regional  estimates 
obtained,  and  if  they  used  the  MP.IO  model,  the  underlying  data  is 
extremely  unsound.  Indeed,  1972  technical  coefficients  fail  to  reflect 
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is  rather  large  and  fails  to  include  any  leakages  or  time  dynamics. 
A net  output  multiplier  would  be  more  feasible  (Table  3-1). 


1-11 

(cont) 


The  employment  impacts  generated  are  somewhat  misleading  in  that 

labor  is  not  a homogeneous  commodity  and  the  labor  force  composition 

could  have  a considerable  impact  on  local  labor  force  demands.  The 

socio-economic  effects  (1-93)  primarily  concern  site  choice  and  the 

impacts  vary  with  site  choice.  Some  attempt  is  made  to  identify 

these  impacts  in  terms  of  housing,  infrastructures,  etc.  However, 

the  results  reflect  only  this  project  and  do  not  deal  with  alternative  i_i2 

projects  which  may  occur  in  these  areas,  such  as  energy  development, 

etc.  The  booir.town  phenomena  could  occur  producing  a tremendous  demand 

which  is  both  highly  cyclical  and  unstable.  No  amount  of  contract 

phasing  would  lessen  the  adverse  environmental  or  social  effects  of 

this  impact.  This  would  be  particularly  true  for  the  lower  income 

and  fixed  income  residents  of  the  areas  who  would  bear  most  of  the 

long-term  costs  of  the  large  short-term  demand  for  public  services. 


The  regional  impacts  discussed  are  not  adequately  documented  as  to 
their  source  or  methods  of  generation.  In  fact,  some  are  clearly 
erroneous.  Washington  State  is  described  as  being  energy-rich 
with  huge  hydro-  and  coal  reserves.  Obviously  the  authors  are  not 
aware  of  the  power  rationing  which  has  been  occurring  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  this  past  year  and  will  continue  for  many  years.  Also 
coal  reserves  do  not  imply  production,  given  manpower,  capital,  and 
environmental  constraints.  In  addition,  the  huge  resource  demands 
associated  with  developing  these  reserves  would  be  competing  with 
this  project,  further  aggravating  prices  and  the  demand  for  labor 
and  capital. 


Finally,  there  is  concern  about  the  inflationary  impacts  associated 
with  these  projects:  in  particular,  the  deleterious  impact  of  this 
new  demand  on  the  standard  of  living  of  low  and  fixed  income 
individuals.  The  bulk  of  the  demand  for  employment  will  be  satisfied 
from  outside  of  the  area,  since  particular  high  skills  are  required, 
leaving  local  labor  supply  to  fill  the  lower  paying  unskilled  jobs. 


Archaeological 


Archaeological  remains  are  present  both  on  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base 
and  in  the  seven  sample  deployment  sites.  Development  of  the  MX-II 
system  would  have  an  unavoidable  effect  on  archaeological  remains. 
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The  general  dearth  of  information  presented  on  remains  which  occur 
in  the  different  areas  and  just  what  means  will  be  taken  to  minimize 
impact  makes  this  statement  difficult  to  evaluate.  It  appears  that 
a good  part  of  the  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base  has  been  surveyed,  yet 
the  bullet  statements  which  summarize  the  findings  are  too  brief  to  i-i5 
give  an  adequate  idea  of  what  is  really  present  on  the  ground.  It 
appears  that  the  information  concerning  the  sample  deployment  sites 
comes  from  a literature  search  alone  and  attempts  to  generalize  from 
data  of  this  type  are  notoriously  inaccurate. 


Whether  the  proposed  steps  to  mitigate  adverse  environmental  impacts 
are  sufficient  is  not  clear.  At  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  mitigation 
will  include  siting  in  such  a way  as  to  minimize  archaeological 
destruction  as  well  as  salvage  excavation.  Section  3.2.15,  Volume  IV, 
implies  that  if  sites  are  located  in  an  area  of  high  archaeological 
potential,  an  extensive  recovery  project  would  be  undertaken. 

In  summary,  the  amount  of  information  on  archaeological  impact  and 
proposed  mitigation  is  minimal.  On  this  basis  it  is  unclear  that  a 
careful  evaluation  has,  in  fact,  been  made. 
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Sincerely  yours. 


Deputy  Assistant  Director 
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RCGlONAl  AOMiNlStRATOA 
OCPAHTMCt^r  or  lAtOM.  CTA 


RCOtONAl  OifttCTOA 
COMMUNitV  MAViCCi 
AOMkNiSVRAtlON 


UCACTAMAl  Mr*CUNTA1rve 
DCrARTMCNf  or  COWMtMCC 


ACttHO  ftCCK>NAl  ftCM>/ACNTATrvC 
OCAAAIMtNT  or  INtAJr 


SOUTHWEST  FEDEHAL  KEGIOML  COUNCIL 

ARKANSAS.  LOUISIANA,  NEW  MEXICO.  OKLAHOMA.  TEXAS 
1 100 Commerce. Room 9C28  Dallas. Texas 75242  i2U)  ;49'i43i 

August  22,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  & Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

We  are  in  receipt  of  your  August  14  letter  concerning  the 
Air  Force's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
on  MX:  Milestone  II,  and  your  desire  for  us  to  review  the 
EIS  statement. 

In  our  function  as  Regional  A-95  Coordinator,  we  do  not 
review  EIS  statements.  It  may  be  that  you  might  want  to 
forward  a copy  of  your  Milestone  II  EIS  statement  to  the 
regional  office  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  for  their  review.  If  such  is  the  case,  we  supply 
below  the  name  of  the  regional  EPA  official  who  conducts 
EIS  reviews. 


MCACTANlAt  ftCMC&CNTAtiVC 
OCAAAIMCNt  Cf  tAANSAOATAIlON 


ftCC^Ai  AOM.NiSt«ATOA 
CNVlHONVChrAl  AAOt€Ct>ON  AOINCV 


HUMOVAl  ACO'OMAl  OfFlCUV 
OCAAKTMCM  0*  H(AtTH 
tCWCAIKW  AND  W«rA»C 

■'  .'s 

/ 

fttOlONAl  ADMINISTRATOR 
OCRANTMCNT  Of  HOO$(NO  ANO 
UR«AN  OCVUOfMCNT 


MOtONAl  ADMINISTRATOR 
DCS  ARTMCNT  Of  ACRtOATURC 


Mr.  Clinton  Spotts 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Surveillance  & Analysis  Division 
First  International  Building 
1201  Elm  Street 
Dallas,  Texas  75270 

Thank  you  for  your  desire  and  efforts  to  coordinate  the 
development  of  Milestone  II  with  our  office. 

Please  advise  If  we  can  assist  further. 

Sincerely, 

ERNEST  C.  WOODS 
Regional  A-95  Coordinator 

cc:  Clinton  Spotts,  EPA 
Myron  Knudson,  EPA 
Loron  Bolen,  SWFRC 


RtOiONAt  SOliCiTOR 
OCfARTMCNT  Of  INTERIOR 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


IN  iwn.v  TOi 
Land  Operations 


BUREAU  or  INDIAN  AFFAIRS 
Sacramento  Area  Office 
2800  Cottage  Way 
Sacramento,  California  95825 


SEP  15  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 

Pentagon 

Washington,  D.  C.  20330 
Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

We  have  reviev/ed  your  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
on  MX:  Milestone  II  and  found  no  Indian  lands  under  the 


jurisdiction  of  this  office  are  involved. 

Sincerely  yours, 


^'(fwilliam  E.  Finale 
Area  Director 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  OIRtCTOn 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 
2101  E STREET,  N\V. 

WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20211 


In  Reply  Refer  To:  August  18,  1978 

EBM  - MMRD 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  & Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Mr.  Carlos: 

Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  July  19,  1978,  by  which  you  conveyed  a copy 
of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  MX:  Milestone  II. 

Any  concern  about  which  the  Bureau  of  Mines  should  logically  comment  would 
involve  mineral  resources  of  such  land  area(s)  as  would  be  ultimatuly  devoted 
to  the  MX  system.  As  land  selection  lies  in  the  future  we  believe  that  no  current 
comments  on  the  submitted  EIS  is  required. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  extended  by  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force. 
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IN  REPLY  REPER  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 


lygs 

(N-920) 


NEVADA  STATE  OFFICE 
Room  3008  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89509 


2 8 1978 

Carlos  Stem,  PhD 
Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Sir: 

We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Statement  on  MX:  Milestone  11.  In  accordance  with  our  procedures  for 
the  review  of  other  agency  Environmental  Statements,  wo  have  forwarded  our 
comments  to  our  Washington  Office  for  consolidation  with  those  of  BIW  offices 
in  other  states.  You  should  receive  the  consolidated  BIM  reply  well  with- 
in your  desired  time  frame. 

We  will  be  extremely  interested  in  review  of  future  Environmental  Statements 
on  MX,  particularly  when  the  time  arrives  to  decide  on  a particular  site  if 
Nevada  is  one  of  the  alternatives.  For  your  information,  our  procedures  re- 
quire that  review  of  other  agency  Environmental  Statements  bo  coordinated 
through  Department  of  Interior's  Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review, 
(OEPR)  19th  and  C Streets,  NW. , Washington,  D.C.  20240.  Please  send  future 
requests  for  reviews  through  that  office. 

Sincer^y, 


I 


/ 7 




E.I.  Rowland 

State  Director,  Nevada 


CONSCRVtE 
\AMEF?ICA'3 
A CNCftCY 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  America! 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20240 


ER-78/707 


ftU6  2 4 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 
Deputy  for  Environment 
and  Safety 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  DC  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

This  is  in  regard  to  your  request  of  July  19,  1978, 
for  the  Depai'tnent  of  the  Interior's  review  and 
comments  on  a craft  environmental  statement  for  MX: 
Milestone  II. 

This  is  to  inform  you  that  the  Department  will  have 
comments  on  the  draft  environmental  statement  but 
will  be  unable  to  respond  by  the  date  requested. 

Our  comments  should  be  available  by  the  middle  of 
September. 


/Bruce  Blanchard,  Director 
Environmental  Project  Review 
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Public  Comments 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  D.C,  202« 


In  Reply  Refer  To: 

ER-78/707  ”7  8 871 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 
Deputy  for  Environment  S Safety 
Office  of  che  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  statement  on  MX:  Milestone  II, 
sent  to  us  on  July  19,  1978.  We  urge  that  you  initiate 
early  coordination  with  our  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
offices  in  the  appropriate  states  as  soon  as  site  require- 
ments to  be  addressed  in  Milestone  III  have  been  identified. 

The  statement  indicates  that  the  MX  missile  system,  when 
fully  deployed,  could  adversely  imract  large  blocks  of 
public  lands  administered  by  the  uLM.  In  California,  for 
example,  92  percent  (5,795  acres)  of  the  area  evaluated  in 
the  Mojave  Desert  Basing  Mode  Comparison  Area  (BMCA)  are 
public  lands  managed  by  BLM's  Riverside  and  Bakersfield 
Districts . 

These  lands  also  lie  wholly  within  the  California  Desert 
Conservation  Area,  currently  under  study  as  part  of  the 
congressionally  mandated  California  Desert  Plan.  Depending 
on  which  basing  mode  is  selected,  and  assuming  20  aimpoints 
per  missile,  the  document  estimates  That  when  the  missile 
system  is  fully  deployed  in  the  seven  BMCA's  under  considera- 
tion, between  4,700  and  7,000  square  miles  will  be  either 
seriously  impacted  due  to  construction  of  facilitie.s  or 
placed  under  closed  and/or  restricted  access  status  due  to 
security  requirements.  Assuming  an  equai  deployment  distri-  j 
bution  among  the  seven  BMCA's,  sf^’eral  hundred  squrre  miles 
of  public  land  in  California  wouia  be  affected. 

Siting  decisions  vjill  not  be  made  until  the  Milestone  III 
environmental  statement  is  published  in  the  early  1980 's. 

The  document  indicates  that  most  of  the  information  gathered 
thus  far  has  been  by  means  of  literature  searches  and  that 
the  study  of  deployment  areas  is  still  in  its  early  stages. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  a much  more  rigorous  analysis 
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of  site-specific  impacts  will  be  included  in  the  Milestone  III 
environmental  statement  which  will  require  on-site  analysis  of 
potential  environmental  impacts.  Any  studies  on  public  land 
which  will  involve  physical  disturbance  of  the  environment 
(i.e.,  the  construction  of  mock-up  silos,  etc.)  will  require 
advance  approval  from  BLM.  We  suggest  the  Air  Force  contact 
appropriate  BLM  State  Directors  and  District  Managers  at  an 
early  date  to  establish  means  for  this  cooperation. 

Cultural  Resources 

The  statement  lists  several  (local.  State,  and  nationally) 
designated  landmarks  in  the  nearby  region  as  well  as  the  pres- 
ence of  the  Coast  Guard  Station  - Boathouse  (determined  to  be 
eligible  for  the  National  Register)  on  Vandenberg  Air  Force 
Base.  However,  there  appears  to  have  been  no  attempt  made  to 
coordinate  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO) 
in  locating  cultural  resources  that  could  be  affected  by  this 
proposal  and  may  be  eligible  for  inclusion  to  the  National 
Register.  The  SHPO  is  available  to  guide  your  agency  in 
determining  the  necessity,  extent,  and  design  of  a cultural 
resources  survey  of  the  project  impact  area  and  in  applying 
the  Advisory  Council's  National  Register  Criteria  to  any  sites 
identified. 

If  a Federal  undertaking  would  affect  eligible  cultural 
resources,  the  Advisory  Council  must  be  given  an  opportunity 
to  comment  and  an  appropriate  mitigation  plan  should  be  form- 
ulated which  is  mutually  agreeable  to  your  agency,  the  SHPO, 
and  Advisory  Council.  In  the  event  of  irreparable  loss  or 
destruction  of  significant  historical  or  archeological  data, 
the  steps  outlined  in  the  Archeological  and  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Act  of  1974  (Public  Law  93-291)  should  be  undertaken. 

The  FEIS  should  address  the  need  for  and  implementation  of  the 
above  procedures  in  the  MX  project  areas. 

The  Spanne  and  Glassow  surveys  conducted  for  the  Space  Shuttle 
Program  were  confined  principally  to  a 21-mile  long,  3. 000- 
foot  wide  coastal  cox’ridor,  extending  from  just  north  of  the 
Santa  Ynez  River  to  a point  south  of  Point  Arguello.  These 
surveys  identified  approximately  480  archeological  sites  at 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base.  Given  the  known  high  density  of 
sites  on  the  Base,  there  are  probably  several  hundred  more 
unrecorded  sites.  We  arc  not  aware  of  any  other  extensive 
surveys  for  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  particularly  for  the 
inland  areas.  Therefore,  we  question  the  accuracy  of  the 
archeological  sensitivity  map  (Figure  1-35)  if,  in  fact,  it 
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was  developed  and  based  solely  upon  the  recent  work  of  Spanne 
and  Glassow. 

The  draft  statement  indicates  that  some  survey  data  are 
available  for  the  four  candidate  site  areas.  However,  there 
is  no  indication  as  to  who  prepared  the  survey  reports,  when, 
how  the  surveys  were  conducted,  and  how  adequate  the  surveys 
are  for  present  planning  purposes.  This  information  is  vital 
for  review  purposes.  The  final  statement  should  clearly 
reference  all  supporting  material . 

General 


The  available  recreation  areas  and  opportunities  for 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base  and  adjoining  areas  are  summarized 
on  page  III-124.  However,  the  statement  appears  to  lack  any 
evaluation  of  recreation  impacts.  Due  to  the  nearness  of 
Ocean  Park  (Surf)  to  the  Lompoc  Terrace  candidate  site  area, 
the  statement  should  address  any  potential  impacts  that  the 
proposed  project  activities  would  have  on  this  area. 

In  the  upper  right  quadrant  of  the  chart  (p.  xvi) , for  the 
vertical  shelter  basing  mode,  the  typical  on-road  character- 
istics of  the  missile  transport  trailer  are  given  as  having 
a width  of  31  feet,  whereas  the  road  width  is  given  as  only 
22  feet.  No  explanation  of  the  31-foot  width  was  found  in 
the  text  and,  if  the  figure  is  correct,  it  would  be  helpful 
to  discuss  problems  of  transport  in  greater  detail. 

The  geological  time  scale  in  Appendix  J is  outdated;  greater 
ages  are  now  generally  accepted  for  most  of  the  divisions 
that  are  shown.  A current  table  is  attached. 

The  assessment  of  water-demand  impacts  should  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  the  total  population  increases  attributable  to  the 
MX  program,  as  is  done  for  air-quality  impacts,  rather  than 
only  on  the  basis  of  number  of  MX  jobs  (p.  11-80,  etc.). 

The  noise  level  effects  of  the  MX  Project  in  combination  with 
the  Space  Shuttle  Program  have  not  been  adequately  covered 
to  minimize  the  impact  of  sonic  booms  on  the  Indians  at  the 
Santa  Inez  Indian  Reservation  or  on  other  perimeter  communities 
in  the  vicinity  of  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base. 
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We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this 
statement . 


SECRETARY 


Enclosure 
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Public  Corraients 


MAJOR  STRATICRi\PHIC  AND  TIME  DIVISIONS 


Subdivisions  In  Use  by  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey 

Age  estimates 
commonly  used  for 
boundaries  (In 
million  vears)i^ 

Era  or 

Erathem 

System  or  Period 

Scries  or  Epoch 

(A) 

(B) 

Ccnozolc 

Quotemory 

Holocene 

Pleistocene 

Tertiary 

Pliocene 

Miocene 

Ollgoccnc 

Eocene 

J J 

Paleoccnc 

Mesozoic 

O / 

Cretaceous- 

Upper  (Late) 

Lower  (Early) 

Jurassic 

Upper  (Late) 

Middle  (Middle) 
Lower  (Enrlv) 

Trlasslc 

Upper  (Late) 

Middle  (Middle) 
Lower  (Early) 

Paleozoic 

Permian-^ 

Upper  (Late) 

Lower  (Early) 

225 

"Kt 

Pennsylvanian- 

Upper  (Late) 

Middle  (Middle) 
Lower  (Early) 

Mlsslsslpplnnl^ 

Upper  (Late) 

Lower  (Early) 

Devonian 

Upper  (Late) 

Middle  (Middle) 
Lower  (Early) 

- 345 

Silurian^'' 

Upper  (Late) 

Middle  (Middle) 
Lower  (Early) 

395 

Ordovician-^ 

Upper  (Late) 

Middle  (Middle) 
Lower  (Early) 

A30-AAO- 

Cambrlan^^ 

Upper  (Late) 

Middle  (Middle) 
Lower  (Enrlv) 

Time  subdivisions  of  the  Precombrlan: 

Precnrabrlnn  Z--baso  of  Cnrobrlnn  to  800  ro.y. 
Precombrlan  Y--800  m.y.  to  1,600  m.y. 
Prccnmbrlon  Prccambrlon  X--I,600  ra.y.  to  2,500  m.y. 

Precombrlan  W--older  than  2,500  ra.y. 

■ " "'STO 

GEOLOGIC  NAMES  COMMITTEE,  U.  S.  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY,  1972 
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“ for  of  tlwo  bouiutorlct  ore  under  continuous  study  .ind  subject  to 

rcflncncnt  nnd  controversy.  Two  scaIcs  Arc  given  for  comp.nrlson; 

(A)  Ccologtcnl  Society  of  Londoni  I964f  The  PhnneroEolc  tlnc^scolct 
A symposlumt  Ccol,  Soc.  London,  <^tArC«  Jpur.,  v,  120,  suppl,, 

p.  260-262. 

(B)  Berggren,  W,  A«,  1972,  A Ccnoxolc  tlne*scAic**soffle  Impllcntlont  for 
rcglonol  geology  nnd  p.ilooblogeogrAphy:  LcthAln,  v,  5,  no,  2,  p,  195.215, 

In  Addition  to  these,  a useful  time  scaIo  for  North  AnerlcAn  »AfrjnAUAn 
steges  Is  given  by: 

Evemden,  J.  T,,  SavAge,  D,  C.,  Oirtls,  C.  H,,  end 
Jaacs,  C,  T.,  196^»,  rotAsslun.Argon  dntes  end  the 
Cenozolc  mArtevsUon  chronology  of  North  AnerlcAi 
Aaer.  Jour.  Scl.,  v.  262,  p,  U5«198. 

2/ 

•“  From  Tnblc  1:  Correlntlon  chert  for  the  Carboniferous  of  north. west  Europe, 
Russia,  end  North  Anerlco:  Ccol.  Soc.  London,  I966if,  p.  22?, 

"^Includes  provincial  series  Accepted  for  use  in  U.  S,  Ccologlcnl  Survey  reports. 

Terns  dcslgnAting  tine  arc  In  pnrenthescs.  Infonthsl  tine  terms., 
early,  niddl^r,  and  l.Uc.*n.iv  be  used  for  the  er.as,  for  periods  where 
there  Is  no  fomal  subdivision  Into  Sarly,  Middle,  and  Lite,  and  for 
epochs.  Infomal  rock  terns.* lower,  middle,  and  v|:per.*ony  be  used 
where  there  is  no  fomal  subdivision  of  an  era,  system,  or  scries. 

PROVINCIAL  SERIES  ACCEPTED  FDR  USE  IN  U.S.  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY  REPORTS 


Culflan*. Late  Cretaceous. 


Early  and  Late  Cretaceous. 


Early  Cretaceous. 


Ochoan*. Late  Permian**. 

Gusdaluplan Early  and  Late  Permian. 

Leonard  Ian*  •*..•.....*  Eirly  Pemlan*. -.•••••• 

VolfcanplAn. Early  Perelan. •••-.*•*. 


Vl rglllAn***** 
Missourian-*** 
Dcs  Molneslan* 
Atokan**.***** 
Korrowan*.**** 


Late  Pennsylvanian*** 
•••••.••••do********* 
Middle  Pennsylvanian* 
.do*— ••*•*. 
Early  Pcnnsylvnnlan*. 


) Texas,  Louisiana,  Oklahona, 
Arkansas,  Mississippi,  and 
Alahana. 


Texas,  Louisiana,  Arkansas, 
Mississippi,  and  Alaban.^, 

Texas  and  New  Mexico. 

Do, 

Do. 

Do. 


Arkansas,  Oklahoma,  Kansas, 
Mlssoui*.  Nebraska,  and  Iowa. 


Chcsterlan--** 
Me raraeclan*.*. 

Osagean.---..- 

Klndcrhooklan* 


Late  Klsslssippian** 

....... ...do*. ***•*. 

Early  Misslsslpplan* 

.......... (to******** 


IndlanA,  Kentucky,  Tennessee, 
Illinois,  Iowa,  and  Missouri. 


Cayugan-*. *-*•*.*•--•-  Late  Silurian*** 
Nlagn ran* •••••*. •*•-.*  Middle  Silurian* 
AloxandriAn--***-*---*  EarW  Silurian*. 


Cincinnatian* 


Unto  Ordovician* 


New  York  and  Michigan. 

Do. 

Missouri,  Illinois,  and 
Michigan, 

Ohio,  Indlnna,  Kentucky, 
Tennessee,  Michigan,  Wiscon- 
sin, and  Iowa. 


Kohnwkian** I Middle  Ordovlclan- 


Nev  York,  Michigan,  Wisconsin, 
and  Iowa. 


Si,  Crolxan-*-**-*****  I Late  Cambrian* 


Iowa,  Minnesota,  Wisconsin, 
and  Klchigsn. 
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I 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20460 

SEP  ? m 


OFFICE  OF  THE 
ADMINISTRATOR 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

The  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed 
your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  entitled 
MXiMilestone  II.  We  recognize  that  this  EIS  represents  an 
assessment  made  in  the  early  stages  of  program  development. 

We  also  recognize  that  the  environmental  analyses  of  potential 
deployment  sites  have  not  been  completed  and  that  future 
program  decisions  may  significantly  affect  the  scope  and 
nature  of  environmental  impacts  of  this  program.  Since  air 
quality  data  is  largely  lacking  for  the  specific  areas  being 
considered  for  development  sites,  we  commend  your  plans  to 
establish  monitoring  programs  to  obtain  pertinent  ambient 
air  data  to  enable  valid  impact  assessment.  We  will  be 
pleased  to  review  and,  as  appropriate,  comment  further  upon 
your  program  whenever  additional  data  are  available. 

We  are  concerned  about  the  amount  of  valuable  agricultural 

land  that  would  be  taken  out  of  production  under  the  various  1-24 

proposed  security  systems.  We  were  also  disturbed  by  factual 

errors  in  this  document  (e.g.,  the  location  of  1-80  and 

1-70,  the  extent  of  irrigation  in  the  South  Platte  area,  and  1_25 

the  structural  interdependence  of  the  farm  and  non-farm 

sectors  of  the  economy. ) 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  EPA's  comments,  please 
contact  Mr.  Philip  Parisius  (245-3006)  of  this  Office 
directly. 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 
REGION  NINE 

Two  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  530 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 


ARIIONA 

CAkirOMNIA 

NtVAOA 

HAWAII 

OUAH 


August  16,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 


Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  HX: 

Milestone  II  Project  and  provide  the  following  comments. 

1.  The  Draft  Statement  addresses  the  transportation  issues  that  are 
affected  by  the  proposed  project.  It  notes  the  congestion  problems 
for  the  various  phases  of  the  operation.  However,  the  BIS  does  not 
address  the  adequacy  of  the  highway  structural  sections,  alignment, 
or  other  engineering  considerations  to  handle  the  non-typical 
highway  type  vehicles.  Therefore,  the  Final  Statement  should 
identify  the  impacts  of  the  movement  of  these  vehicles,  the 
proposed  mitigation,  and  any  required  improvement  to  the  highway 
routes  involved. 

2.  Due  to  the  decreasing  highway  dollars  available  at  the  State  and 
County  level , the  California  Department  of  Transportation  and  the 
Santa  Barbara  County  Transportation  Department  should  be  contacted 
at  the  following  addresses  to  coordinate  improvements  to  these 
routes. 

CADTRANS  - District  05 
P.  O.  Box  "L" 

San  Luis  Obispo,  California  93406 

Santa  Barbara  County  Transportation  Department 

105  East  Anapamu  Street 

Santa  Barbara,  California  93101 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  review  the  subject  Draft  BIS  and 

muld  like  to  receive  a copy  of  the  Final  Statement  when  it  becomes 

available. 

Sincerely  yours. 


R."'  C.  S.  young,  Di 
OffiLce  df  Environm 


'oung.  Director 
Environment  and  Design 
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WESTERN  FEDERAL  REGIONAL  COUNCIL 

REGION  IX 


AiMwVtMAIlKKAliUttOi  CUAHaoA 
MllAUll  tIIAttOAV«t»«AMA<l«Wl 


1 1 1 PINE  STREET 
THIRD  FLOOR 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94111 
(415)  556-1970 


September  2,  1978 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Mr.  Stern: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the  MX  - Milestone  II 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  To  assure  that  the  EIS  is  oroperly 
reviewed,  we  have  contacted  the  Region  .IX  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  office.  We  have  been  informed  that  EPA's  comments  will  be  delivered 
to  your  office  by  the  September  5 deadline. 

Thank  you  for  your  concern.  Please  notify  us  if  we  can  be  of  further 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 

William  C.  Arntz 
Chairman 

Western  Federal  Regional  Council 


VI  - 1-28  Pulilic  Comments 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


RESPONSE 


The  Air  Force  is  fully  aware  of  its  responsibilities  under 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966. 
The  Air  Force  will  take  no  action  that  might  impact  on  cultural 
resources  prior  to  consultation  with  the  respective  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officers  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation. 


The  nuclear  hardness  and  survivability  (NHSS)  tests  that  are 
anticipated  will  probably  be  in  two  main  categories.  One  type 
of  test  will  provide  data  for  evaluating  MX  system  response  to 
nuclear  airblast,  ground  shock,  and  debris  effects.  These 
tests  will  probably  require  the  use  of  conventional  high  explo- 
sives in  a manner  similar  to  that  employed  for  the  HAVE  HOST 
and  MISERS  BLUFF  test  series  during  the  concept  validation 
phase.  For  that  kind  of  test,  various  amounts  and  types  of 
high  explosives  are  detonated  at  or  somewhat  below  the  ground 
surface  (at  depths  of  20  feet  or  less) . The  other  type  of 
test  will  involve  the  use  of  electrical  and  electronic  devices 
to  simulate  the  electromagnetic  pulse  (EMP)  from  a nuclear 
detonation.  Either  transportable  EMP  simulators  or  other  EMP 
simulators  may  be  used.  Section  1.1. 1.3  is  not  intended  to 
close  out  the  option  of  underground  nuclear  testing  at  the 
Nevada  Test  Site. 


Since  test  planning  has  not  been  completed,  a more  detailed 
explanation  is  not  available  at  this  time. 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


1-4  Several  different  EMP  simulators  may  be  used  during  the  Full 

Scale  Engineering  Development  phase  for  MX.  When  more  is  known 
about  the  simulators  planned  for  use  and  the  required  schedule 
of  such  use,  the  operating  agencies  will  be  contacted  for  proper 
scheduling  and  other  arrangements  as  necessary. 


l-4a  The  Northeast  Power  Coordinating  Council  Task  Force  report  on 
gas  and  capacity  will  be  used  in  future  studies. 


1-5  a.  Volume  III,  Section  3. 2. 2. 4. 2,  para.  5:  The  last  two 

sentences  of  the  paragraph  should  read:  "The  proposed  MX  vehicle 
is  less  than  one-half  tlie  size  of  one  Titan  III  solid  motor. 

The  total  MX  exhaust  emissions  to  the  atmosphere  would  be  less 
than  190,000  lbs  (86,200  kg)." 

b.  Volume  III,  Section  3. 2. 2. 4. 2,  para.  7;  The  last  sentence 
in  the  paragraph  should  read;  "However,  the  amount  of  hydrogen 
chloride  in  the  ground  cloud  from  an  MX  launch  is  estimated  to 
be  about  1,500-1,600  lbs  (700-727  kg). 

c.  Volume  III,  Section  3. 2. 2. 4. 3,  para.  8:  Delete  the  first 
sentence  of  the  paragraph.  It  is  out  of  place  in  the  context  of  the 
paragraph . 

d.  Since  the  figure  of  4,400  lbs  is  given  specifically  for  the 
MX,  no  change  in  this  portion  of  the  paragraph  is  needed. 

1-6  Volume  III,  Section  3. 2. 2. 4. 2,  5th  paragraph,  14th  line:  The 

vfording  should  be  changed  as  follows:  substitute  the  words  "an  early 
model"  for  the  words  "the  one".  Also,  add  the  following  to  the 
end  of  paragraph  8:  "The  ground  level  concentrations  shown  in 
Table  3-18  are  lower  than  the  peak  values  shown  in  Figure  3-10 
because  a later,  less  conservative  model  was  used  to  develop  the 
table.  Consequently,  the  comparison  shown  in  Figure  3-10  for 
the  MX  vs.  the  Titan  III  is  very  conservative." 


1-7  Volume  III,  Section  3. 2. 2. 4. 2:  The  second  reference  under  Table 
3-17  which  reads;  "NASA  CR1205  (III),  1968."  should  read: 
"Smyth,  H.  F.,  1966.  'Military  and  Space  Short-term  Inhalation 
Standards. ' " 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


COMMENT 

NO. 


RESPONSE 


1-8  Table  3-19  in  Volume  III,  Section  3 should  be  replaced  with 

the  following  updated  "Table  3-19.  Exhaust  Products  for  Normal 
Burn".  The  difference  between  the  two  sets  of  figures  in  this 
table  reflects  the  effect  of  afterburning  and  turbulent  mixing 
within  the  rocket  plume.  The  suggested  hypothetical  case  of 
afterburning  without  mixing  is  not  of  primary  environmental 
concern  here.  It  is  of  some  scientific  interest,  but  would 
not  serve  to  clarify  the  impacts  being  addressed  in  the  EIS. 


1-9  Volume  III,  Section  3.2.2.43,  fourth  paragraph,  third  sentence: 
delete  the  words  "which  could  penetrate  alveolar  spaces  in  the 
lungs  if  inhaled".  This  deletion  will  clarify  the  intent  of  the 
paragraph. 


1-10  Table  3-20  in  Volume  III,  Section  3 should  be  replaced  with  the 
following  updated  Table  3-20  which  indicates  annual  deposit  of 
exhaust  products  above  the  tropopause.  Where  information  obtained 
in  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Space  Shuttle  Program  is  identical  to 
that  in  the  Final  EIS,  all  references  to  the  "Draft  EIS"  should 
be  changed  to  "Final  EIS". 


COMPOUND 

ANNUAL  DEPOSIT  ABOVE  THE 
TROPOPAUSE 

TONS 

METRIC  TONS 

Hydrogen  chloride 

65.85 

59.73 

Chlorine 

12.93 

11.73 

Nitric  Oxide 

0.32 

0.29 

Carbon  Monoxide 

2.42 

2.20 

Carbon  Dioxide 

162.82 

147.68 

Water 

342.86 

310.98 

Aluminiim  Oxide 

121.61 

ilO.30 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


Table  3-19.  Exhaust  products  for  normal  burn. 

(Percent  by  weight  of  nozzle  exit 
plane  flow) 


Product 

Nozzle  exit 
plane 

Plane  i km 
downstream 

SRM  (total  mass  flow  9400  kg  sec  ^ for  2 motors) 

Hydrogen  chloride 

21.2 

18.9 

Chlorine  (CI2) 

0 

2.1 

Chlorine  (Cl) 

.3 

.03 

Nitric  oxide 

0 

1.3 

Nitrogen  peroxide 

0 

.02 

Carbon  monoxide 

24.1 

.07 

Carbon  dioxide 

3.4 

41.2 

Hydrogen 

2.1 

0 

Hydroxyl  and  atomic  hydrogen 

.02 

0 

Nitrogen 

8.7 

(b) 

Water 

9.3 

28.6 

Aluminum  oxide 

30.1 

30.1 

Aluminum  chloride 

.02 

.02 

Iron  chloride 

.97 

.97 

Total 

100.0 

*^123.3 

Orbiter  main  engines  (total 

mass  flow  1410  kg 

sec  ^ for  3 engines) 

Water 

95.9 

128 

Hydrogen 

3.5 

0 

Argon,  nitrogen,  other 

.6 

.6 

Total 

100.0 

^^128. 6 

^Afterburning  is  complete. 

, It  is  assumed  to  be  part  of  air. 

^Total  is  greater  than  100%  because  of  chemical  addition  of  air  to 
r form  water,  nitric  oxide,  and  carbon  dioxide. 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


RESPONSE 


In  estimating  the  national  impacts  associated  with  Full  Scale 
Engineering  Development,  the  BEA  National  Input-Output  model 
was  used.  Its  use  is  documented  in  Addenda  A and  B,  to 
Volume  II.  The  regional  impact  analysis  relied  heavily  on  the 
Regional  Industrial  Multiplier  System  (RIMS) , also  developed 
by  the  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis.  See  Volume  V,  Appendices 
for  a discussion  of  this  methodology.  In  the  Volume  II  analysis 
RIMS  was  used  without  modification.  In  the  case  of  the  Volume  IV 
analysis — that  relating  to  basing  mode  decision — several  modifi- 
cations were  made  in  order  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  nature 
of  the  expected  impacts.  These  modifications  included  a scaling 
down  of  the  induced-effect  component  of  the  i.iultiplier , to  reflect 
the  fact  that  a large  portion  of  the  construction  and  operations 
workforces  will  be  housed  in  construction  camps  (for  construction) 
and  base  housing  (during  operations) . The  local  consumption 
behavior  of  such  workers  will  differ  substantially  from  that  of 
the  typical  resident  of  the  region.  Adjustment  in  the  multiplier 
was  made  to  account  for  this  difference.  Supplies  of  certain 
building  materials  (wood  production,  cement,  and  structural 
steel)  were  constrained  in  the  use  of  RIMS  co  better  reflect 
realistic  levels  of  local  supply  potential.  The  Multiregional 
Input-Output  model  (MRIO)  was  not  used  in  the  analysis. 

The  basis  for  the  analysis,  both  at  the  national  and  regional 
levels  is  the  1967  National  Input-Output  model.  This  is,  the 
latest  comprehensive  information  available  on  the  structure 
of  interindustry  sales.  The  1972  model  will  not  be  available 
until  early  next  year. 

The  gross  output  multiplier  u.sed  in  the  national  impact  analysis 
does  take  account  of  leakages  from  each  round  of  expenditure. 

Its  use  in  the  analysis  is  discussed  in  Addendum  A to  Volume  II. 


In  Volume  II  analysis,  labor  was  not  treated  as  a homogenous 
input,  but  was  differentiated  by  requisite  skill  level,  or.  both 
supply  and  demand  sides.  First,  labor  demands  by  the  guided 
missile  and  support  industries  require  highly  skilled,  technical 
workers.  At  least  some  of  these  workers  with  specific  occupa- 
tional training  and  job  skills  may  have  to  be  imported  since 
even  the  states'  large  metropolitan  areas  comprise  a limited 
supply  of  skilled,  yet  unemployed  workers.  Forty  percent  of 

(cont. ) 
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RESPONSE 


1-12  workers  who  will  Le  directly  employed  on  MX  belong  to  the  cate- 
gory of  professionals  and  highly  trained  technicians  (U.S.  Bureau 
of  Census,  1972).  As  a worst  case  it  has  been  assumed  that  40 
percent  of  direct  total  employment  resulting  from  FSED  would 
be  imported. 

The  remaining  60  percent  of  direct,  and  all  indirect-induced 
workers  could  be  hired  locally  if  available  supply  is  adequate. 
Both  state  and  those  metropolitan  areas  where  aerospace  specia- 
lization exists  have  been  generally  characterized  by  large,  well- 
developed  economic  bases.  Further  they  have  contained  large 
numbers  of  unemployed  l.''bor  relative  to  project  demands.  Thus, 
no  indirect  labor  in-migration  was  induced  in  impact  analysis. 

In  the  volume  IV  analysis  the  labor  force  requirements  were 
treated  in  two  different  ways  - one  for  the  construction  phase 
and  one  for  operation.  In  the  construction  phase,  the  area's 
unemployed  construction  labor  force  (equal  to  the  same  propor- 
tion of  the  unemployed  as  it  represents  of  the  employed)  is 
given  construction  jobs  first,  before  inmigration.  In  every 
case,  this  local  supply  fell  far  short  of  demand.  Indirect 
and  induced  employment  opportunities  - generally  made  up  of 
job  skills  like  those  in  the  existing  labor  market  - is  allo- 
cated to  local  labor  until  the  local  unemployment  rate  equals 
3 percent.  Beyond  this  point,  inmigrants  are  assumed  to  out 
compete  local  labor  for  available  jobs.  In  the  case  of  the 
operations  phase,  all  military  personnel  were  assumed  to  come 
from  outside  the  region,  and  half  of  the  Federal  Civilian  jobs 
was  assumed  to  be  unavailable  for  local  residents.  The  other 
half  of  the  Federal  civilian  employment  was  assumed  to  be  avail- 
able to  local-unemployed  workers,  with  the  size  of  the  labor 
pool  controlling  the  number  of  such  local  hires  for  this  direct 
labor,  and  for  the  indirect  and  induced  labor  as  well.  Thus, 
in  Volume  IV  as  well,  an  attempt  was  made  to  differentiate 
betv/een  components  of  the  labor  force  in  determining  the  need 
for  labor  force  inmigration. 

It  is  true  that  the  impact  estimates  do  not  take  account  of  other 
projects  that  may  evolve  in  the  region  and  compete  with  MX  for 
resources  and  labor.  Site  selection  studies  will  deal  with 
specific  site  effects  such  as  those  alluded  to  in  the  comment. 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


1-13  The  state  of  Washington,  unlike  many  other  states,  is  rich  in 

hydro  and  coal  energy  resources.  This  does  not  mean  that  these 
resources  are  being  used  to  their  fullest  extent.  For  example, 
the  demonstrated  coal  reserve  base  in  the  state  on  1 JUN  1974, 
amounted  to  1,954  million  tons,  while  the  estimated  production 
was  only  3.9  million  tons  (U.S.  Dept,  of  Interior,  1970).  Pro- 
duction of  energy  is  a function  of  several  factors  such  as  demand, 
availability  of  natural  resources,  and  capital  and  labor  to  export 
them.  Hence  production  may  fall  short  of  demand  even  when  the 
state  is  potentially  rich  in  energy  resources. 


1-14  The  analysis  of  inflation  impacts  at  the  national  level  was 

beyond  the  scope  of  the  project.  While  no  explicit  analysis  of 
regional  price-effects  was  performed,  concern  over  this  issue 
was  one  consideration  in  assessing  the  impact  potential  of  changes 
in  public  expenditures,  housing,  population  and  other  factors. 

As  a general  rule,  the  relative  impact  potential  of  a given  change 
was  regarded  as  small  if  the  rate  of  change  required  was  within 
the  limits  of  historical  experience  among  many  such  places.  Thus, 
small  relative  impact  potential  was  assigned  to  a given 
effect  if  it  represents  a growth  rate  of  less  than  2 percent  for 
resident  population  and  public  expenditures,  and  7 percent  for 
housing.  A large  relative  impact  potential  was  assigned 
to  an  effect  if  the  rate  of  growth  reached  8 percent  for  resident 
population,  9 percent  for  public  expenditures,  and  15  percent 
for  housing.  A large  relative  impact  potential  thus  includes 
as  one  aspect  the  fact  that  certain  deleterious  effects,  such  as 
inflation  begin  to  occur  at  these  higher  rates  of  growth. 


1-15  Information  concerning  the  cultural  resources  on  VAFB  comes  pri- 
marily from  published  sources  by  the  previous  survey  and  excava- 
tion on  Vandenberg.  The  quality  of  this  data  base  is  generally 
good.  The  seven  Basing  Mode  Comparison  Areas  (BMCAs)  are  repre- 
sentative samples  of  larger  geotechnically  suitable  parcels  which 
have  been  used  for  basing  mode  environmental  evaluations.  A 
deployment  area  EIS  will  be  completed  prior  to  any  siting  decision 
and  will  include  appropriate  archaeological  surveys  and  considerations. 


1-16  If  MX  flight  testing  occurs  at  Vandenberg  AFB,  the  facilities  will 
be  sited  in  ways  to  minimize  archaeological  impacts.  If  sites  are 
located  in  areas  of  high  archaeological  potential,  data  recovery 
programs  will  be  initiated  as  appropriate  in  consultation  with  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  the  Department  of  Interior, 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation. 
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1-17  Site  selection  decisions  v;ill  not  be  made  for  one  or  two  years. 
A separate  EIS  will  be  prepared  for  this  decision  point.  The 
EIS  will  be  prepared  for  the  subsequent  decision  whether  to 
produce  and  deploy  the  system.  The  Air  Force  will  coordinate 
its  environmental  planning  activities  and  cooperate  with  BLM 
regarding  activities  that  might  impact  public  domain  land. 


1-18  The  Air  Force  will  identify  archaeological  resources  within  all 
proposed  construction  zones  in  order  that  archaeological  sites 
can  be  avoided  whenever  possible.  For  those  sites  that  can  not 
be  avoided  a data  recovery  plan  will  be  developed  to  avoid 
adversely  impacting  these  archaeological  resources.  The  Air 
Force  is  aware  of  its  responsibilities  for  protection  of  cultural 
resources  pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Pre- 
servation Act  of  1966  as  amended.  We  have  consulted  extensively 
with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  in  connection  with  Space  Shuttle 
activities  on  Vandenberg.  Specific  consultation  with  these 
agencies  will  be  accomplished  with  regard  to  MK  activities  as 
the  program  becomes  more  defined. 

Most  of  the  data  employed  to  develop  the  archaeological  sensiti- 
vity map  are  derived  net  from  the  space  shuttle  surveys,  rather 
they  are  from  earlier  survey  work  by  Spanne  (1970,  1971,  1974). 
The  major  weaknesses  in  this  data  base  are  that  survey  coverage 
was  not  as  intensive  or  as  well  controlled  as  the  Space  Shuttle 
research.  As  a result,  it  is  probable  that  limited  activity 
sites  were  frequently  missed  during  this  survey,  though  it  is 
much  less  likely  that  multiple  activity  sites  were  missed. 

In  order  to  supplement  the  published  sources,  a reconnaissance 
was  conducted  in  the  four  CSAs  during  April  1978.  However,  the 
dense  vegetation  cover  limited  visibility,  especially  in  the 
Shuman  Canyon  and  Lompoc  Terrace  CSAs.  Ten  percent  or  less  of 
the  direct  impact  areas  in  the  conceptual  facilities  layout 
was  examined,  and  no  new  sites  were  located.  At  a time  v;hen 
there  is  less  vegetation  cover,  a larger  area  in  each  CSA 
may  be  surveyed  in  order  to  verify  these  results. 


1-19  The  nearness  of  Ocean  Park  to  the  construction  site  may  result 
in  some  increased  use  of  this  recreation  area.  However,  since 
camping  is  not  permitted  at  this  park,  significant  adverse 
effects  are  not  expected.  Further,  conflict  between  construction 
worker  use  and  week-end  peak  general  public  use  would  be  minor. 
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RESPONSE 


The  width  of  the  conceptual  transporter-emplacer  shown  in  the 
referenced  illustration  is  in  error.  The  width  overall  should 
have  been  shown  as  21  ft  (6.4  m) . Tire  span  is  17  ft  (5.2  ra) . 
Detailed  vehicle  and  road  designs  will  be  developed  during  FSED. 


The  more  current  table  has  been  placed  in  Volume  V,  Appendix  J. 


Assessment  of  water  demands  have  been  made  on  the  basis  of  total 
population  increases.  The  following  table  shows  projected  MX 
water  requirements  due  to  population  increases  and  1970  water 
withdrawal  in  each  of  the  states  listed 


STATE 

IN-MIGRANTS 

WATER  REQUIREMENTS 
(acre  ft) 

STATE  WATER 
WITHDRAWAL^ 

California 

10,000 

2,000 

1 

53.6 

Washington 

1,700 

340 

8.0 

Colorado 

600 

120 

14.5 

Utah 

600 

120 

4.7 

Massachusetts 

200 

40 

4.7 

New  York/New  Jersey/ 
Connecticut 

3,400 

680 

31. 0^ 

Texas 

900 

180 

30.2 

Source:  U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  1976. 
^1970,  acre  ft  x 10®. 

^Total  of  the  three  states. 
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1-23 


1-24 


1-25 


1-26 


1-27 


1-28 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

RESPONSE 


The  noise  impact  from  the  launch  of  a .space  shuttle  vehicle 
is  independent  of  MX  missile  testing.  Control  and  safety 
reasons  prohibit  simultaneous  launches.  The  MX  missile  is  not 
expected  to  produce  a downward  propagating  sonic  boom  over  land 
because  of  its  planed  launch  az.’muth  and  westward  trajectory. 

No  sonic  boom  has  ever  been  reported  from  the  launch  of  a Minute- 
man  missile.  The  noise  from  Minuteman  missile  launches  is  atten- 
uated rapidly  beyond  distances  of  five  miles  from  the  source. 

MX  ambient  noise  levels  would  be  of  the  same  order  and  this  would 
not  extend  to  the  location  of  the  Santa  Ynez  Indian  Reservation. 

A complete  discussion  of  MX  noise  including  sonic  booms  is  con- 
tained in  Volume  IV,  Section  3. 3.3. 2. 2. 


Agricultural  productivity  will  be  a key  factor  influencing 
Site  Selection. 


The  identified  errors  have  been  corrected.  See  Volume  IV, 
Section  1.2. 


The  construction  of  missile  flight  test  facilities  at  Vandenberg 
will  not  require  diversion  of  stream  waters.  Therefore,  dredging 
and  disposal  sites  will  not  be  required,  and  there  will  be  no 
discharges  of  material  into  local  waters.  In  general,  the  material 
cut  during  construction  will  be  used  for  fill. 


As  stated  above,  dredging  and  discharge  in  local  waters  will  not 
occur,  and  therefore,  will  not  impact  endangered  species. 


Water  erosion  at  Vandenberg  is  not  a problem  unless  an  unusually 
heavy  precipitation  period  is  encountered.  Normal  annual  rain- 
fall is  about  13  in.  (338  mm)  with  most  of  this  occurring  between 
November  and  April. 

Constru  tion  schedules  cannot  be  set  to  avoid  all  potential 
erosion  periods,  particularly  since  dust  generation  is  also  a 
concern  and  has  opposing  criteria.  The  probability  of  having 
heavy  rain  during  the  period  of  greatest  excavation  and  earth 
moving  can  be  considered  and  some  adjustments  made  to  minimize 
the  erosion  hazard,  if  necessary. 

(cont. ) 
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1-28  Provisions  to  control  erosion  and  sedimentation  are  included 

in  Volume  II,  Section  5.1.4  (Water  Quality)  and  Section  5. 2. 1.8 
(Aquatic  Biology).  Controls  sucli  as  sedimentation  weirs, 
terraces,  and  berms  to  modify  tlie  flow  are  mentioned  along  witli 
revegetation  and  minimal  vegetation  removal. 

1-29  Re-establishment  of  vegetation  on  disturbed  areas  at  Vandenberg, 
once  the  disturbed  area  is  no  longer  actively  used,  is  a relati- 
vely rapid  process.  Weedy  annual  plants  will  invade  such  an 
area  in  less  than  one  year.  In  addition,  direct  revegetation 
methods  can  also  establish  new  vegetated  areas  in  a year 
or  less.  Chapparal  will  return  to  an  undisturbed  condition  in 
20  to  50  years.  This  recovery  capability  is  evident  in  areas 
that  have  not  been  disturbed  at  Vandenberg  since  the  1940 's. 


1-30  Potential  water  quality  impacts  during  system  operations  are 
estimated  to  be  minimal.  Accidents  on  roadways  could  result 
in  minor  spillages  of  fuel  or  other  liquids.  No  large  quan- 
tities of  liquids  are  required  by  the  MX  system  operation  so 
the  potential  for  their  spillage  and  entry  into  the  water  table 
or  groundwaters  is  not  a concern. 


1-31  The  PEIS  discusses  cumulative  and  synergistic  impacts  of  MX, 
Space  Shuttle,  and  LNG  projects  using  the  latest  available 
information.  See  Volume  III,  Chapter  3. 


1-32  The  Air  Force  cannot  identify  at  this  time  which  specific  areas 

in  California  other  than  the  Vandenberg  AFB  area,  can  be  expected 
to  experience  growth  because  of  MX  full-scale  engineering  devel- 
opment. The  nece.ssary  contracts  cannot  be  let  until  after  a 
decision  is  made  to  proceed  with  full-scale  engineering  develop- 
ment. Without  )f.nowledge  of  the  specific  contractors  who  will 
be  involved,  potential  growth  can  be  estimated  at  this  time  only 
in  terms  of  statewide  potential. 

In  the  context  of  developing  the  Air  Quality  Attainment  Plan  for 
the  northern  portion  of  Santa  Barbara  County,  representatives  of 
Vandenberg  are  included  in  the  North  County  Steering  Committee 
and  have,  as  part  of  their  responsibility,  the  tasli  of  identifying 
future  Air  Force  projects  with  significant  impacts  in  the  Vanden- 
berg area.  The  MX  program  impacts  as  identified  in  the  DEIS  and 
FEIS  are  available  for  the  committee's  use. 
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1-33  See  the  response  to  comment  above.  In  addition,  it  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  each  contractor  to  ensure  chat  any  increase 
in  emissions  does  not  violate  the  non-att:.inment  provisions  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  and  its  implementing  regulations. 


1-34  At  Vandenberg  AFB,  the  missile  flight  testing  program  requires 
vehicles  similar  to  those  used  for  Minuteman.  Vandenberg  AFB 
is  already  equipped  to  handle  such  traffic.  At  future  missile 
deployment  sites,  special  roads  will  be  constructed  for  the 
moving  of  missiles  among  aimpoints.  The  deployment  area  selection 
EIS  will  discuss  the  impacts  of  road  construction  and  vehicle 
movements . 


VI  - 1-40  Public  Comments 


ARIZONA  DEPARTMENT  OF  ECONOMIC  SECURITY 

Bruce  Babbitt  1?  17  wesr  JEFFeRbON  •phoenix.  ARIZONA.  PO.  box  01Z3  SSOOi 

GOVERSOR 

August  21,  1978 
Reply  to 

Attn,  of:  DD/OP 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  & Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 

Pentagon,  Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern:  Draft  EIS,  MX:  Milestone  II 

This  office  finds  no  record  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  The  distribution  of  July  17,  1978  has  apparently 
gone  astray. 

Additional  information  had  been  provided  by  you  in  response  to 
inquiry  comments  on  an  earlier  draft.  No  further  comments. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  A.  Froncek 
State  Planner 
Office  of  Planning 

Enclosure 


lull  Jr. 

DUthClOli 
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IMPORTANT: 


RETAIN  NUMBER  FOR  FUTURE  RFi'ERENCE 


Project:  Norton  Air  Force  Base 


MX:  Milestone  II  - Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Received  by  State  Clearinghouse  and  sent  for  review. 
S.A.I.  No.  Assigned:  AZ  78--80~0042 


The  review  is  now  underway.  You  will  receive  notice  of  the 
results  of  the  review  within  the  time  allowed  by  the  office 


of  Manaoement  and  Budget  Circular  A-95, 

Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 


Phone:  271-5004 


VI  - 2-2 


Public  Coitunents 


ARIZONA 

OFFICE 
OF  THE 
noVERNOR 


OFFICE  OF 

Economic  planning  and  development 

1700  West  Washington  • Executive  Tower  • Room  505  • Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


September  20,  1978 

Capt.  Langdon  Kellogg 
Norton  Air  Force  Base 
Civil  Engineering  Division 
SAHSO  (HNND) 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  CA  92liO? 


Re:  MX:  Milestone  II  - Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

S.A.I.  #78-80-00Ii2 

Dean  Capt>  Kellogg: 

Enclosed  are  copies  of  responses  concerning  Che  above  project  which 
vere  received  bx*  us  after  our  Slgnoff  Co  >‘ou. 


Sincerely, 

Mrs.  Jo  Youngbloo4{  Supervisor 
Arlcona  State  Clearinghouse 
JY:  55 
Enel. 
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section  111  - Ftdtral  Ag«ncy  Action | S«ctlon  ll  . C*rti(lc*tlon  | Section  I » Applicant  / Recipient  C>4t< 


FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE 


b.  Date  Vfar  montf’i  day 

Aidgntd  1978  08  23 


4.  L»g»l  Apptlc«nt/R*€ip]«nt 

•.  Appiiam  Nim*  iNorton  Air  Force  Base  ^ 

b.  Otpaniiiiion  Unit  -.Civil  Engineering  Division 

c.  S»«ti/P.O.  Box  iSAMSO  (MNND) 

d.  Citv  ;Norton  Air  Force  t.  coumy  ; 

' nft  QA 

(.  Stato  ^California  a.  z.pcoda  : 92409 

h.  ConiaciPtnon  ^Capt.  Langdon  Kellogg 

(Nenif  d ttJephoM no)  — 


5.  F*d*r«l  Employer  ld*nmic«tion  No. 


7,  Title  and  dttcription  of  «ppl»cint*«  proi*€t  MX:  MILESTONE  II  DRAPl' 
ENT  (5  VOLUMES) 


Capt.  Langdon  Kellogg 

01  (714)  382-6891 


6.  Program 
{From 

C«Xl)  Unknown 

Dept.  01  Defense 


VOL.  I:  Program  overview^,  . ..  . 

tne  entire  MX  system.  VOL.  II:, Full  scale, Engine 
ing  Development  - Addresses  environmental  impacts 
expenditure  of  resources  to  design,  construct  G t 
missile  G basing  mode  vehicle  components  G assemb 
missile  G vehicles.  VOL.  Ill:  Missile  Flight  Tes 
- Projects  environmental  impacts  of  MX  flight  tes 
on  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base  G Central  California 
VOL,  IV:  Basing  Mode  Evaluation,-  Evaluates,^ the 
•nvironmental  ImDacts  associated  with  tour  basing 


8.  Typ.  of  .pptic«nt/i.cIoi*nl 
A»StM»  a^P6W  OiMriCt 

‘ a^lMMlUl*  H»Co«w^.A.tvA(liCAAv*Acv 

P'CewAlv 

^ J«  lfNP«A  Tr.M 

f K»Oth*r 

Federal  Agency 


13.  Fropoiad  Fundirtg 


11.  Etiimatad  r^umbar 
of  ptraoni 
banatitir>g 


14.  Congratiionai  DiitricttOf.* 


4.  Applicant  b.  Project 

01  02  03  04 


20.  Federal  agency  to  raceive  requeti  {Aamf,  State,  zip  ct*tt^) 


9.  Type  of  aiaittanca 
A-Batic  Grant  D^lnturanca 

B-Supplemental  Grant  E^Other  . . . 

C-Loan  Fntfr  appropriate  Itttfr(t)  IrI  I 


12.  Type  of  application 

A-New  C-Revition  E-Augmtntat»Of> 
B*Renewal  O-Contmuation 

Bnier  appropriate  Utter  \ 


15.  Type  of  change  For  J2eor  I2e 
A-Increate  Dollart  Speei/y.' 

B-Decreatt  Dollart 
C-  Increatt  Duration 
D^Decreatc  Duration  ' 
E*Canc«liaiion  Enter  apprty 

priate  Uuer(s) 


19.  Exitting  federal  hfentifleatlon  number 
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To:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

From:  William  H.  Dreahe 
Director 

Regarding:  State  Application  Identifier  No,  78-80-0042 
MX:  Milestone  II  - Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 


We  acknowledge  that  measures  to  protect  our  country  should  come  before 
all  other  considerations  and,  therefore.  It  may  be  Inappropriate  to 
criticize  oversights  in  the  subject  environmental  Impact  statement. 
However,  as  one  vho  has  previously  been  associated  with  the  U.S. 
missile  systems  and  held  Department  of  Defense  and  Atomic  Energy 
Security  clearance,  I am  personally  appalled  at  the  amount  of  vital 
Information  which  Is  now  being  released  to  the  "enemy"  In  the  form  of 
an  environmental  Impact  statement.  This  being  the  case  we  feel  that 
It  Is  perfectly  valid  that  we  critique  the  subject  statement. 

The  geological  setting  discussed  in  the  subject  statement.  In  our 
opinion.  Is  totally  Inadequate.  A project  which  depends  so  much  on  the 
use  of  the  earth  for  Its  viability  deserves  considerably  more  of  a 
detailed  analysis  of  the  earth  processes  which  may  be  in  action  at  the 
proposed  sites,  earthquake  risk,  for  example.  It  Is  Interesting  to  note 
that  the  total  treatment  of  the  potential  earthquake  hazard  to  the 
facilities  (each  of  which  contain  nuclear  explosives)  Is  dispatched  In 
four  sentences  In  Volume  III.  Further,  the  Idea  that  minerals  may  be 
a part  of  the  earth's  resources  In  these  areas  apparently  has  not  been 
considered.  When  mentioned  at  all,  minerals  are  treated  under  "economic" 
Impact;  c.g.  loss  of  lalnlng  revenue  to  the  region.  Little  mention  Is 
made  of  the  Impact  on  the  admittedly  large  areas  which  will  be  lost  to 
exploration  and  potential  development  of  any  earth  resource  be  It  mineral 
or  geothermal  energy  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  statement  acknowledges 
that  ti.ere  is  active  mining  and  additional  mineral  and  geothermal  energy 
potential  In  several  of  the  areas  under  consideration. 

We  are  concerned  In  general  about  the  lack  of  recognition  In  this  state- 
ment as  well  ns  in  others  which  we  have  reviewed  that  mineral  resources , 
too,  are  an  integral  part  of  our  national  security  and  defense.  It  was 
not  too  many  years  ago  that  the  federal  government  was  actively  engaged 
in  building  up  our  mineral  supply  capability.  The  Duval-Sierrita  copper 
and  molybdenum  mine,  for  ..ample,  was  begun  in  1967  under  federal  loan 
provisions  of  the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950.  Numerous  of  Arizona's 
mineral  deposits  were  discovered  under  mineral  exploration  programs 
sponsored  by  the  federal  government.  Now,  during  the  decade  of  the  70's, 
minerals  are  not  important.  We  should  ask  ourselves  who  is  fooling  who? 
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General 


"Depths  to  water  of  confined  aquifers  more  than  50  ft.  (15  n>) 
were  not  considered."  This  statement  is  either  erroneous  or. 
at  best,  confusing.  Does  it  mean  that  areas  where  the  water- 
table  is  more  than  30  feet  deep  are  eliminated  from  further 
consideration  as  possible  basing  areas?  Or  does  it  mean  that, 
for  those  areas,  depth  to  groundwater  is  eliminated  as  a 
possible  limiting  parameter  in  the  site  selection  process? 
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This  Department  is  in  almost  total  disagreement  with  Paragraph 
3.2.16.  In  Arizona  the  cement  shortage  is  not  a result  of 
environmental  restrictions  on  production  facilities.  Cement 
production  facilities  in  Arizona  arc  running  at,  or  near  full 
capacity. 

The  cited  historical  trends  in  unused  capacity  do  not  reflect 
the  current  situation.  The  surplus  in  Arizona  is  virtually 
nonexistent.  Contractors  are  standing  in  line  waiting  for  an 
allocated  amount  each  month. 


The  shortage  in  Arizona  is  not  viewed  as  a temporary  one  either. 
Our  suppliers  are  providing  cement  for  two  major  projects, 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  and  the  Palo  Verde  Nuclear 
Generating  Station,  which  consume  a combined  total  of  lA  percent 
of  the  generating  capacity  in  the  State.  Both  projects  have 
construction  schedules  that  extend  into  the  mid  to  late  I980's. 
In  addition  we  are  in  the  midst  of  the  largest  home  construction 
boom  in  the  history  of  the  State  and  possibly  the  nation.  It 
may  level  off  in  the  near  future.  But  in  light  of  the  mounting 
energy  problems  in  the  northeastern  states,  it  would  be  foolish 
not  to  at  least  consider  the  possibility  thot  net  migration  to 
the  sunbelt  states  will  remain  high,  and  that  the  demand  for  new 
housing  will  also  remain  high. 
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It  is  therefore  recommended  that  the  entire  statement  on  the 
potential  impact  the  MX  project  would  have  on  Arizona's  cement 
supplies  be  re-evaluated. 


Any  projects  selected  for  construction  in  Arizona  relative  to 
the  HX  program  must  be  compatible  with  the  State's  air  quality 
management  plan  (called  the  State  Implementation  Plan; 
currently  under  revision,  which  is  due  for  completion  by 
early  1979)  and  the  State  Water  Quality  Management  Plan 
(currently  under  development  with  scheduled  completion  by 
April  1979). 
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Ac.  S Hort.  • AORCC 

At.  Mining  Ass'n 
Civil  Rights 
■Arid  Lancs  Studies 
Archaeological  Research 
Environircntal  Studies 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Prescott  Historical  Society 
Renewable  Natural  Resources 
Bu.  of  Geology  s Mineral  Tech. 

rvpo^ri.  D 


7h:s  y:oi«c:  ij  ;tft (o  >cu  for  ;s'new  cotiuntr.t.  Ptme  tv2!ua(«is  to: 

(1)  :.Ve  ?:opin*i  tjfe'::  «yon  t^e  plans  ptcsnruof  you;  i£tr.c/ 

(2)  i.‘nporu.*:c£  ci  iU  con:hbu:;co  to  State  and/ci  a:tavi4e  seals  and  ob;tc::vei 

v3)  its  aecstd  any  applicaOie  law,  orile;  cf  fktth^^hich  you  trs  .'aniLar 

(•t)  add:nona<  con&dtnuciii 


Region  I 
Region  IT 
Region  IV 
Region  VI 


’'kk  THIS  FCf^It  AND  C 

'J«4s«  ti, . aa:  l'jc  i.tannpcua  J you 


S So  so.TTt^t  ;n  {.Ms  ?tej<c: 

Z is  iTittsn 

Z Ccffiren's  ii  bt’.ow 


l.^CX  COPY  jfcj  c!tirj:s>.ous€  no  Isisr  than  17  .VOrklriC  davs 
faathe;  jtfothatlon  or  addiccnal  tir.e  for 


wOnt  :,*ie  Jajc  soicJ  above. 


Vac  aJo.t.c'ial  i\aii  .f  nscauary) 


( 

i 


} 





Executive  Director 


(DECEIVED 
P 1978 

271-5263 


Public  Comments  VI  - 2-15 


fftHM  TO  aR  COMiX.CTED  Its'  tSVISWSO  ACiVCY 


Mr.  Les  Ormsby,  Admin. 
Arizona  Power  Authority 
1810  West  Adams  Street 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85005 

F:ora:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 
1700  West  Washington  Street, 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


[ jtau  A^TilutioA  ktetiAtr  (SAl) 


KOG  22,  1978 


Koont  SOS 


TM)  ptoleet  U rtftntd  (o  you  for  rtvitw  lAd  comment.  Pleue  eviliute  is  to: 

(1)  tho  pto{n.m*s  effect  upon  the  plans  and  profruns  of  your  aiency 

(2)  the  Irnportiflce  of  its  oontributioa  to  State  and/or  artawide  |oaIs  and  ob*ec:iv«e 
0)  its  accord  with  my  applicable  !a«;«  cMer  or  refulation  »i(h  which  you  art  familiar 
(4)  addidortal  eo.'isldentic^ 


»»  76-80-0042 

Economic  Sec.  Health 

Indian  Affairs  Power- 

Mineral  Resources  Water 

Game  S Fish  Parks 

Transportation  Land 

Ag.  S Hort.  AORCC 

Az.  Mining  Ass'n 
Civil  Rights 
Arid  Lands  Studies 
Archaeological  Research 
Environmental  Studies 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Prescott  Historical  Society 
Renewable  Natural  Resources 
Bu.  of  Geology  fi  Mineral  Tech. 

OEPAO:  R.  Kingery 


Region  I 
Region  II 
Region  iv 
Region  VI 


Ksu.  .••lun:  THIS  FOPil  AIID  ONE  XEROX  COPY  ^ ,(,J  <!e»ri3;hott«  eo  bttt  Oua  17  WOrkino  dsys  111.  dale  noisj  above. 

?Iei»  conne:  dii  d«tdr.|hou«  if  you  aesS  (utthtr  Infonnailon  or  additional  lilt,  lot  tevitw. 

,£]  No  comm. m on  iMt  pioject 
Q ?»pouliaiup7orftdiiwnll«i 
G Commtnis  aa  indicatel  btiow 


I Contmiau;  (U»  additional  ibeeu  if  nKuaaty) 


Revifar.r'i  Signalun... 


VI  - 2-16  Public  Comments 


1 


■O; 


Dr.  Jamos  Becker 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Arizona  State  University 
Tompe,  Arizona  85281 


Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 
1700  West  Washington  Street, 
F.hoenix,  Arizona  8S007 


StM  ATpli'CAttOA  t£lcLS«r  iSAl) 

AUG  23,  1978  AZ  No» 


78-80-00^}2 


Economic  Sec.  Health 
Indian  Affairs  Power 
Mineral  Resources  Water 
Game  t Fish  Parks 


Reezi  SOS 


Transportation  Land 

Ag.  S Hort,  AORCC 

Az.  Mining  Ass'n 
Civil  Rights 
Arid  Lands  Studies 
Archaeological  Research 
Environmental  Studies 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Prescott  Historical  Society 
Renewable  Natural  Resources 


Bu.  of  Geology  £ Mineral  Tech. 
OEPAD:  R.  Kingery 


TAii  f t J;tct w you  lei  :jyin,  ind  comnicnL  PI«a«  <>duite  u lo: 

(1)  clhet  upon  ly.e  plans  ind  prcimmsof  yoLrsjency 

(2)  Ihe  Importinco  of  its  contribution  (o  Stale  ani/ot  atcawtle  teds  and  objecuvts 

(3)  tu  accord  'onth  icy  ippUccbte  law,  order  or  retolst'on  wir.*r  *¥10*011  you  art  famiHir 
(C)  additional  oonsHcntions 


Region  I 
Region  II 
Region  iv 
Region  VI 


Rsase  .•eturn  THIS  FOW  AND  ONE  XEROX  COPY  ,3  ,j,,  et,,OTj.>-.oae  no  Uter  than  17  WOrklliO  daVS  Don  the  dare  noied  ibo*t. 
?leai«  contact  -die  clestir|hou«  if  you  .need  funbet  Infotmirloa  or  iddittotui  rime  for  review, 

Q .Vo  cammenr  on  ihii  project 
□ Proposal  I)  S'cpportcd  u wnilcn 
XiOtCamaents  aa  indlated  below 


Comrrenis:  (Cm  additional  ihceu  if  necessary)  oroject  Will  be  InflntlonGry  Ot  nO  less 

than  the  5 to  7 billion  Hoilar  level. 

The  oroject  will  have  the  effect  of  deprosslr.r. 
reelonal  and  local  oconorales.KhhBxltztErslKiikKsxJ*  when  It  ternlnates. 

There  will  be  unemDloy’'’ent  precipitated  when  the 
oroloct  terminates. 

The  pro.lect  will  cause  transfers  of  income  and  of 
tax  base  In  n pattern  that’ has  no  reasoned  national  Interest  pattern. 

The  uro.leot  Is  a response  to  a Soviet  uperartinct 
of  their  ability  to  kill--nnd  that  Soviet  resoonse  is  a resoonse  to 
'a  US  uperadincc--and  this  response  will  result  in  uperading  of  our 
ability,  as  reported  in  the  statement  "deploy  a new  missile  tochnolovy. 


C‘V! 


S'Siisfjr;... 


Prof.  Center  for  Public  Affairs 


^ 8-28-78 

PAtg. 


965-3926 

. cicpnor.t 


Public  Conunents  VI  - 2-17 


fOUM  TO  »g  rOM>».«l5U  II 


baa: 


Hr.  Rolcnd  H.  Sharer 
Scare  Liaison  Officer,  AUkCC 
1333  W.  Camelback,  Suite  2C6 
Phoenix,  Arizona  8501? 

Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 
1700  West  Washington  Street, 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


Sum  ApylittMA  UmuSw  (SAl) 

AUG  23,  1978  l,.„  AZ  No.  7 8“  8 0 ” 0 0 4 2 


Economic  Sec.  Health 

Indian  Affairs  Power 

Mineral  Resources  Water 
Game  & Fish  Parks 


Roon  SOS 


Transportation  Land 

Ag.  S Hort.  AORCC-^ 

Az.  Mining  Ass'n 
Civil  Rights 
Arid  Lands  Studies 
Archaeological  Research 
Environmental  Studies 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Prescott  Historical  Society 
Renewable  Natural  Resources 


Bu.  of  Geology  S Mineral  Tech. 
OEPAOs  R.  Kingery 


Urtfimil  toyeafdc  rtWew  nid  oomaioL  Maui  tniuiuu  to: 

(1)  the  proftim's  tfTict  opoo  Oio  pUai  lod  ptognmi  of  yooi  Htocy 
O tko  Inporonca  of  la  oonnibutioo  to  Suu  ind/o(  iraovla  totli  ind  ohjacttvo 
(3)  hSMOotd  with  iry  ippUcobU  Uw.aidacornfuUcoo  with  which  you  itt  futiiiici 
(1)  odditioail  oaoddcntiou 


Region  I 
Region  II 

?.Cc. 

Region  IV 
Region  VI 

'ism  .ttcrsTHIS  FORi’l  ONE  XEROX  COPY  (ittrtathow#  aa  law  thaa  17  WOrklnO  days  &cn  tbc  datt  aoiod  ibo*e* 

CQAtac:  {f  jTQu  ru«d  (onbtf  tafonnation  at  additional  tlmt  ht  micw. 

camtcfnt  on  ihU  projta 
Q Proposal  b wpponad  u wriuta 
C;  Comntnts  u ballcatad  bdow 


Camreoao:  (Um  addiUoaal  sbatta  it  ntosaaxy) 


RWrwff’s 


TitJi 


VI  - 2-18  Public  Comments 


rrim  to  ^tvi«*ive  ace’.'CY 


■!>■ 


From; 


Dr.  R.  Cwinn  Vivian 
Arizona  State  Archaeologist 
Arizona  State  Museum 
Tucson,  AZ  85721 


Arizona  State  Clearin9house 
1700  West  Washington  Street, 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85007 


S(»t«  AfTitCAttOA  iSAi) 


AUG  23,  1978 


5ii»  AZ  No. 


78-80-0042 


Roon  505 


tconoruc  Sec.  Health 

Indian  Affairs  Power 

Mineral  Resources  Water 
Game  S Pish  Parks 

Transportation  Land 

Ag.  S Hort.  AORCC 

Az.  Mining  Ass'n 
Civil  Rights 
Arid  Lands  Studies 
Archaeological  P.esearch 
Environmental  Studies 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Prescott  Historical  Society 
Renewable  Natural  Resources 


Bu.  of  Geology  s Mineral  Tech. 
OEPAD:  R.  Kingery 


Thu  ptoitet  ii  itrtmd  to  yp'i  Tit  zevirv  i.-.i  romme.nl.  Pime  rviluiu  i»  to: 

(1)  Ihe  ptojam'j  effan  .pon  (he  pUtu  ityi  prcpnmt  of  your  aisncy 

(2)  the  impotur.ee  of  iu  M.iiniudoa  to  Sute  tni/oi  iteewtde  joali  end  objeedtee 

(3)  [u  accord  with  jrty  ipoLcabte  few,  order  or  tezuUtion  with  which  you  art  familiar 

(4)  additional  cotuMrratont 


Region  I 
Region  II 
Region  iv 
Region  VI 


?:eaae  rttuin  THIS  FORr'l  AilD  Gil£  XEROX  CuPY  tj,  eiearttjhowe  i»  Uttr  than  17  WOrkInO  da  VS  tnn  the  date  noted  above. 
Fieaie  co.htac:  the  aieaanp.hocae  if  you  netd  further  Information  or  addittorul  time  for  review. 


C .Vo  comment  on  (hu  project 
\■'G!^?ropoaai  ia  tuppor.td  u wnttea 
C Cemmenia  la  indicated  below 


Commenu;  (Uio  addiiionai  ahnta  if  necouary) 


Reviewer';  SIpnalure. 


■ritic.../lsspclato.  Archaeologist' 


Date &US!15.L2iai2I?. 


Telschont. . 


626-l'76l 


Public  Coiiiinents  VI  - 2-19 


fnKM  TO  »!■-  COMUSTSa  AcevcY 


AUG  24  1978 


Hr.  Adolfo  EchevesCe  Acting  Chief 
Office  of  Planning 
Dept,  of  Economic  Security 
1717  West  Jefferson 
Ihoentx,  Arizona  8S007 

r»m:  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  rnom 
Phoenix,  Arizona  SS007 


iutt  (SAl) 


AUG  23,  1978 


i,m  AS  WO. 


78-80“0042 


SOS 


Economic  Sec . Health 
Indian  Affairs  Power 

Hlneral  Resources  Water 
Game  & Fish  Parks 

Transportation  Land 

Ag.  fi  Hort.  AORCC 

Az.  Mining  Ass'n 
Civil  Rights 
Arid  Lands  Studies 
Archaeological  Research 
Environmental  Studies 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Prescott  Historical  Society 
Renewable  Natural  Resources 


Bu.  of  Geology  c Mineral  Tech. 
OEPAD:  R.  Kingery 


Thii  project  h ro/eiTtd  :o  you  /br  rerttw  snd  ooiomcRt.  P!«uo  cvoluito  is  to: 

(1)  ih<  Ttofain'i  </feet  apoa  i.*:!  plitu  lod  ptciotss  of  youi  steocy 

(2)  dll  Importinco  oHts  oontnbutioa  to  Sun  itil/or  ireawtdc  tods  snd  objKtvu 

(3)  !a  laotd  'ntb  uy  sppUobU  liw,  otdet  or  ntolitun  with  vibic.b  you  in  rimillir 

(4)  sdditoiel  ooiisdtntioas 


Region  I 
Region  II 
Region  IV 
Region  VI 


Plcsio  ttteta THIS  FORM  AND  OflE  XS.4QX  COPY  HJ  dunathouM  SO  Utr  this  17  working  davs  &on  tbo dsio  noiid  ibove. 

Mciu  confie;  :!•  dtiruithoun  if  you  uood  fuRbsr  tafonititioii  ot  sddltionsl  nun  for  tnisw. 


CTyTce 


r .S'o  cotnmttti  00  lMs  piojocr 
C Tnpoitl  is  lupportod  u uTitleo 
C CoRionnis  is  indland  sriow 


CcRimints:  Ws*  iddnionsi  diects  if  .oeccssiry) 


VI 


2-20 


Public  Comments 


Frvast  TO  ?t 


1 If,  13/u 


*».€75;?  H\  <£VI£^1V0  aCE?/CY 
CO: 


From: 


Mr,  Devid  Landrith,  Executive 
Director,  SEAGO 
i 1 8 Arizona  Street 


tiM  ArpiIci:tCA  (ccsudtr  i$  ej) 

AUG  23,  1978 


Seiti  AZ 


NO.  TB-SO-OO^Z 


Bisbee,  Arizona  85603 

Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Vlashingtan  Street,  Peon  SOS 

Phoenix,  Arizona  8S007 


Economic  Sec. 

Indian  Affairs 
Mineral  Resources 
Game  & Fish 
Transportation 
Ag.  s llort. 

Az.  Mining  Ass'n 
Civil  Rights 
Arid  lands  Studies 
Archaeological  Research 
Environmental  Studies 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Prescott  Historical  Society 
Renewable  Natural  Resources 


Health 

Power 

Water 

Parks 

Land 

AORCC 

078317 


3u.  of  Geology  s t-.ineral  Tech. 
OBPAD:  R.  Kingery 


Thji  ptoject  ii  rtferrtc  to  you  for  leWew  uid  cominer.i.  Pleue  evd'iou  ti  to: 

(1)  the  projjtm's  e/rc«  aper.  the  jUni  jtd  proprirw  of  ycur  ijtncy 
(1)  ihc  impottiflce  cHu  conrntutjon  to  State  a.-vd/of  a.taiw<te  <ojlt  objeeuxi 
(3)  iu  accord  with  aay  ippUcable  law,  order  or  rejuarion  with  which  you  xn  fj.'ndlar 
<4)  addtiiorul  conaderattsns 


Region  I 
Region  IT 
Region  iv 
Region  VI 


?iea«  return  ;HI5  FOPuM  AND  0?l£  XEROX  CGP^  cleinnjhouje  no  later  thi.i  17  WOrkinc  davs  &on  (he  date  noKi  abox. 
Pleaie  contact  Uie  c!nnn;houa«  if  you  need  farther  unfor.nation  at  addittenal  tintc  for  rsvhw. 


'Sfh'o  cofflfflent  an  this  prciect 
C ?:aposal  ts  supported  u wtittsn 
G Ca.eirr.ents  as  indicated  below 


Camrents:  (Use  acJ.tional  sheets  ‘trcessvy) 


Public  Comments  VI  - 2-21 


TO  Z't  f‘OM‘»«£TSP  HV  *0€*»CY 


i)'\  5*' ..  I'.r.:  r^u»  I »y, 

lx.y.u‘*j;i  }i;  o:  iK  .»ilii  S'lM  ; 

. >*5'i‘  '*  i»'l..W  « V 

' .'ki::#  ii\'.  L V- 1\.\  »'"»*si07 


.•:om.  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse 

1700  West  Washington  Street,  Rooa 
Phoenix,  Arizona  35C07 


Stttt  ApfUUtior,  Uouiff  (S>J< 

AUG  23,  197S  S„„ 


Am 


78-80-0Cif2 


Ucononic  Sec.  Hcalch 
Indian  Affairs  Power 
Mineral  Resources  Mater 


Game  s Fish  Parks 
Transportation  Land 
Ag.  S Hort.  AORCC 
Az.  Mining  Ass'ti 


Civil  Rights 

Lsn.s  Sfidies 


Archaeological  Research 
Environmental  Studies 
Center  for  Public  Affairs 
Prescott  Historical  Society 
Renewable  Natural  Resources 


Bu.  of  Geology  £ Mineral  Tech. 


OEPAD:  R.  Kinc'ry 


. 1.1 11  icfsneU  to  you  fot  tivieiv  ird  ootntncnt.  Pleiie  ivaluitt  u to: 

(1)  the  jtc<:jm'nff«t  jfon  l^e  pUnt  ind  ptC(n.-;uof  yout  ipenr/ 

(2)  the  vnpofur.cioi  :u  contt'.but.on  to  Su:<  inU.'oi  itiauilojoaliind  objiczves 
(3i  it!  jccoid  w-.th  i.iy  ippLoble  Uw.  ooitt  0(  :tsubfoit  *iih  which  you  ia  finJoi 
(■»)  ttldrjoiul  coniticnuoni 


Region  I 
.Region  IT 
Region  iv 
Region  vi 


tivttciuthTHIS  F0i5it  A!!0  ONE  XEROX  CCPY 


*cn:4<:  :>.«  i you  r.caJ  «4r:he(  td^itsoA)}  ttme  (it 


to  the  cle»n.ijhouie  no  liter  then  17  WOrkir.C  ddVS  .'rof.  :he  due  .notxj  j 


G Vo  <:omm«.‘<t  cn  (^as 
3 ?rop<tJ« iiapTon^J  u-stu;«n 
„^C5fi'T«n(j  u irJjiajtd  b«!ow 


"omfTsnu.  Vw  4U0Uion4l  if  .".(cusoiy) 

See  Attached  Sheet. 


le'vet  1 j.jr.  .ijr:  . . 


Dili  


•••dS 


VI  - 2-22  Public  CCOTnents 


Incorporated 

In 

IS83 


ROL  HUDIER 
Mayor 

LRsren  mclain 
city  AdminUtrator 

JOHN  C,  PENNY 
City  Attorney 

PHYLLIS  COLLINS 
City  Clark 

SHIP.LEY  LONG 
City  Traaturar 


COUNCILMCN: 
0111  Yertin 
Dave  McArthur 
Norman  Travli 
Joe  Hendricka 
Oallai  Steveni 
Don  Stewart 


City  of  Burlington 

V'tUUr  Anmt 

Durlington,  Colo.  80807 
September  2,  1978 


I Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
I Office  of  the  Secretory  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF-HIQ) 
I Waahington,  D.C.  20530 

1 


It  is  extremely  difficult  for  no  to  name  oven  one  positive  factor  which 
i would  have  you  oven  consider  includin';  our  area  in  your  proposed  MX 
1 Missile  Base  Sites. 

1 In  your  proposal,  you  are  asking  not  only  the  people  of  this  area,  but 
( the  entire  world  to  sacrifice  one  of  our  most  valued  resources. ...food. 

I You  are  proposing  to  eliminate  some  of  the  most  productive  farm  ground 
I in  the  United  States. ...pi-  3 eliminate  several  communities.  Also  they 
are  beginning  to  make  some  respectable  finds  of  natural  gas  and  oil  in 
' some  of  the  areas  that  you  are  proposing  to  eliminate. 

I find  the  project  most  distasteful  ns  it  is  another  classic  example  of 
"goverament  by  the  government"  not  by  the  people. 

I would  also  like  to  point  out  to  you  that  your  "Public  Notice"  of  your 
intentions  is  severely  lacking  no  general  news  releases  were  certainly 
not  distributed  to  the  mass  media  in  the  area.  Thus,  in  reality,  you 
, have  not  oven  provided  the  people  on  opportunity  to  protest. 

We  urge  you  to  move  to  another  site  for  the  MX  Missile  Base  Sites, 

Yours  Truly, 

. 

Rol  Hudlor 
Mayor 

City  of  Burlington 


I mi:!m 


Public  Comments 


VI  - 2-23 


^-HIS  PAGE  IS  Btoa  . 

ism  fiQPx 


nixrpivR  dwim. 


Vuey  1>«  JMmaoii  4 **■•••  S*pt*i<»«r  5«  1*78 

Sectacary  for  Kasoarcaa 
1«1S  Mlnth  Scr««t 
Sackanantot  CaJltOral*  958M' 

Attfil  l>'«  Frank  OondaoB 


m9  Vtdi  Aama 

aW^WWw  aFa  • W^WW  ^F’WTTF^ 

ecu  7MttQ8»  m NllaaCona  II 


Mb  ham  reviewed  tha  draft  BIS  for  tha  aidijact  yrojact  and  find  ft'  Inade^oata 
in  dtacrIfctoB  the  potential  Inracta  to  vtidllfe  located  within  Tandenberi  Alt 
Foiva  laaa  doe  to  the  proponed  teating  of  the  Dlacrete  Laimcli  and/or  Hybrid 
•oried  Treach  aklaallo  ayateaa4 


Me  have  apectflc  concama  (or  the  protection  of  the  Califorole  Ibeot  tern 
Beating  colony  in  the  Tlclhlty  of  the  aouth  of  Sdn  Ahtonlo  Creek«  Baaed  wpon 
attdlieB  conducted  by  the  Departeitnt  of  flah  and  caae  we  find  thin  colony 
within  the  breeding  range  of  thin  apeclea.  BacauBB  of  the  natural  ecological 
oonditlona  which  characteriiie  thie  colony,  theve  bird*  way  he  particularly 
Ouaceptlhie  to  extraordinary  dlaturhancee  auch  aa  nlaaila  taating.  Aa  the  dteft 
gis  hae  pointed  nut,  eona  laaat  tern  coldniee  hare  becoae  conditioned  to  eltcraft 
and  OtV  traffih.  HOwerer.  thooa  dltturbancea  nay  Unit  colony  growth  and 
repyodnctlon  auccesa.  Although  the  San  Antonlb  colony  haa  undoubtedly  capcritncnd 
nixec  dleturbaneea,  thaea  dlatnrbancea  arfc  inCceguant#  The  addition  of  aeeeral' 
poorly  tir.ed  lAtcnae  dietutbencee  could  have  a noch  wore  eerlous  effect  on  the 
colony  in  nueatlon  than  at  other  conditioned  colonlea.  We  nn»  aware  of  pne 
Buu^la  dlacuaaad  in  the  ecientlflC  llteratute  ettributlng  tha  abandonwent  of 
n tarn  colony  of  another  epectea  to  aircraft  and  aaBoeiated  umtlt  boone. 


2- 


Mn  recoeateud  that  noru  apeciflt  infomatlon  b#  Included  10  the  KtS  regerdihg  tha 
Inpectn  tipon  leeat  tom  neatlng  colonlea  due  to  excesalve  noiha  lerela  end 
■laalla  launch  operationa  and  flltht  path  trajectorlea.  It  would  be  particularly 
lng>ortant  tO  coi^ere  the  nolae  Ifcwela  generated  by  the  ptopoacd  prophet  tO  thoew 
aa  a rweult  of  padt  operationa  and  detemlne  the  cunulntiTw  dletufbance  which, 
the  colony  will’  experlOnce  W the  future.  It  ahould  ba  ewphaaited  that  the  tern* 
arn  aaiat  aeneltlee  during  the  courtship  and  neat  elte  selectioh  phase  of  the 
hreedihg  eeeson.  Thue,  pazticulhr  ettentlon  et;ouid  t/O  palu  to  the  fteguency 
mmA  degree  of  dieivrbentn  na  ■ raauit  of  operetlhne  fra«  aid  April  through  Juiy^ 


W recoiaaend  that  the  Dlacrete  bnvuth  ayetew  ha  oelected  ee  it  wilt  reault'  Ih 
ieae  la^ct  to  wildlife  habitat  than  hy  tho  ddrelopwent  of  the.  Hybrid  Bbribd' 
Ykaach  ayntaw. 

■'  , ■ . ■■  ■ ' t . ' 
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lais  PAGE  IS  BEST  QUALITY  PRACTICABLE 
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Wb  hav*  also  avaluataJ  the  fcur  poaelblfe  test  sitea  deacrihed  Ih  the  KU.  Fite  

racmawnd  that  tba  Ptacrete  UiuMoJt  ayatea  he  develeped  and  t«at«d  at  tlMi  Shwaan  . „ 
Cmyan  alta  only  i.(  there  are  yoa.ltlva  aaauraaeea  that  bo  allnlflcant  leyacto 
tfi  the  California  leaat  torn  viU  xoault  fro*  dtralOpnant  and  teatli^d.  hpetatlOna*,.... 
If-  the  hybrid  Hurled  Trench  aysceH  la  aalactad,  oa  racoatnd  that  the  Umpoe 

Tarraca  alta  ba  utlllaad  far  deralopiBcnt  and  teatlnit  parpaaea  only  if  the...  

staaaurea  outlined  for  the  protection  of  lonat  tetna  pa  deaerihed  for  the  Plectate 

Ijionch  ayataa  can  ba  aatured. 

i 

Thie  eof^odea.auc.topaienta. If  .you.haap.any  euaatlOna.  alaasa  contact  Mozart  B..  . - 

NaatgoMry,  Kaglonal  Hanasar,  Ration  350  Coldan  Shora.  Baaehi, ,, . 

CalKOrhla  90802^  iha  taia'trivnr  huMat  Ih  fli?}  5':;<)-5113(  ' 


Ihanh  you  tor  the  opportrailty  to  revleu  aad'eiiuaeat  oa  thl*  dacuoanK. 


, -t.l  ijl*  A • V t-.  ,,.Sf 


\ ?>it***  *r.YJ'S*!  tkTfitf  ctrit-:!!  mu  ««  atiFrs 


" ! S ! r' I n/. n; s r.v  :i :!  •crj  L}  i-i  *!■!  ^ i'?  t--  "3  55  iai 
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uf  (ilaltfnniia 


GOVERNOR  S OFFICE 


OFFICE  OF  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH 
1400  TENTH  STREET 


SACRAMENTO  958 1 4 


(916)  445-0613 


August  31,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

SUBJECTS  SCH  78080835  - MX:  MILESTONE  II 


Dear  Dr,  Stern: 


This  is  to  confirm  our  telephone  conversation  of  August  23,  1978 
regarding  the  State  review  of  the  Milestone  II  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  The  review  period  for  the  above  document 
ends  September  22,  ‘‘978. 


If  you  have  any  questions,  contact  me  at  (916)  445-0613. 

Sincerely, 


Scott  Warner 
Project  Coordinator 


CCS  Major  Alan  D,  Sabsevitz 
SAMSO/MNI 

Norton  AFB,  CA  92409 
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Dispartment  of  Local  Affairs 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 

Philip  H.  Schmuck,  Diiector 


September  5,  1978 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Pentagon 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
MX:  Milestone  II 


I 


Dear  Mr.  Stern: 

The  Colorado  Clearinghouse  has  received  the  above-referenced  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  and  has  distributed  It  for  review  by  interested  state 
agencies.  The  Colorado  Department  of  Health  and  the  Colorado  Department 
of  Agriculture  have  responded  on  behalf  of  the  State  in  this  matter.  Their 
comments  are  enclosed. 

Several  state  agencies  have  expressed  interest  In  obtaining  copies  of  this 
EIS  to  assist  them  In  coordinating  their  programs  In  the  event  that  a 
Colorado  site  Is  selected  for  the  missile  base.  We  therefore  request  an 
additional  three  (3)  copies  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  be 
sent  to  the  Colorado  Clearinghouse.  In  addition,  If  a Colorado  site  is 
selected,  we  would  appreciate  twenty-four  (24)  copies  of  the  site-specific 
EIS  for  review. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  your  proposal. 

. Very  truly  yours, 

Stephen  0.  Ellis 
Principal  Planner 

SE/CGJ/vt 

Enclosure 

cc:  Office  of  the  Governor 
Department  of  Health 
Department  of  Agriculture 


520  Slate  Centennial  Building,  1313  Sheimon  Street,  Denver,  Colorado  80203  (303)  892-2351 


VI  - 2-28 


Public  Comments 


RiCbdrd  0. 
Cover^Cf 


J.  Evan  Couidino 


Oonold  L.  Svtd'n^n 
Dtputv  Co/rvniiiio/i*/ 


COLORADO  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

40i  STATC  services  BUtUOING 
t$2S  SHCRMAN  STBCCT 
OCNVCR.  COUORADO  1020) 

September  1,  1978 


AGRtCUlTURA!.  COMMISSION 
dartnct  Slont*  C«ntt( 

Ch»tim0n 

William  A.  Sttphtnt.  CvP«um 
Vtcf^ChPirmtn 

B*n  HotChVitt 

John  L«  M«)lov«  0«n\tr 
M.  C.  McCormick.  Holly 
Ellon  M'lltr.  fort  luolon 
K«y  D.  Morifon,  Fleming 
Williwn  H.  Miebtttr.  Grtelty 
Kenneth  G,  Wilmore.  Denver 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


Phil  Schinuck 
Director 

Division  of  Planning 


J.  Evan  Goulding  v i '? 
Commissioner  J 


SUBJECT:  Comments  on  Draft  EIS:  MX  Milestone  11 


It  is  our  understanding  from  reading  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

MX:  Milestone  II,  that  a separate  environmental  statement  will  be  prepared  for 
site  selection  (Vol.  1 pg.  v-vi).  In  order  to  alert  you  to  the  issues  which  we 
feel  are  of  major  concern  in  this  environmental  impact  analysis,  we  have  outlined 
the  following  key  points: 

1.  On  August  30,  1976,  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  released  a memorandum 
for  heads  of  federal  agencies  on  the  "Analysis  of  Impacts  on  Prime  and  Unique 
Farmland  in  Environmental  Impact  Statements."  The  following  paragraph  is 
taken  from  this  memorandum: 

Federal  agencies  should  attempt  to  determine  the  existence  of 
prime  and  unique  farmlands  in  the  areas  of  impact  analyzed  in 
environmental  impact  statements  prepared  in  compliance  with 
Section  102(2)  (c)  of  the  NEPA  (National  Environmental  Policy 
Act).  This  should  include  threats  to  the  continued  use  and 
viability  of  these  farmlands,  not  only  from  direct  construction 
activities,  but  also  from  urbanization  or  other  changes  in  land 
use  that  might  be  induced  by  the  federal  action. 

Any  analysis  of  potential  sites  must  include  the  delineation  of  prime  and 
unique  farmlands  within  each  site.  For  example,  the  EIS  should  be  cognizant 
of  the  fact  that  Yuma,  Phillips,  Sedgewick,  Logan,  Morgan,  Washington,  Lin- 
coln, and  Kit  Carson  counties— in  Colorado,  part  of  the  South  Platte  site-- 
contain  80  percent  of  the  state's  prime  agricultural  land,  some  1,656,000 
acres.  The  analysis  should  also  include  what  the  direct  and  indirect  impacts 
of  this  action  would  bo  upon  the  agricultural  infrastructure  of  the  region. 
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^EMORANDUM 


Phil  Schmuck 
Page  2 

September  1,  1978 


the  regional  economy  and  the  economy  of  the  state.  This  is  of  particular 
importance  to  our  state  since  agriculture  is  Colorado's  second- largest 
industry. 

2.  Land  use  maps  showing  irrigated  cropland,  dry  cropland,  and  rangeland  that 
would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action  should  also  be  developed  in  order 
for  the  impacts  to  be  clearly  understood. 

3.  The  initial  draft  EIS  states  that  the  South  Platte  area  is  mainly  rangeland. 
It  should  be  pointed  out,  however,  that  irrigated  acreage  in  this  eight- 
county  region  has  increased  dramatically  in  recent  years  and  now  accounts 
for  over  2S  percent  of  the  state's  irrigated  cropland.  Since  the  products 
from  irrigated  agriculture  represent  two-thirds  of  the  value  of  all  crop 
production  in  the  state,  the  loss  of  any  significant  amount  of  irrigated 
cropland  could  have  serious  economic  repercussions  for  the  region  and  the 
state. 

4.  An  analysis  of  the  effects  of  depletion  of  water  supplies  as  a result  of 
the  proposed  activities  should  also  be  included  since  this  will  have  a 
direct  impact  on  agriculture  in  the  region. 

5.  A careful  analysis  of  the  indirect  impacts  of  these  actions  upon  agricul- 
ture should  be  conducted.  The  loss  of  the  necessary  agricultural  services 
(seed,  implement  dealers,  etc.)  as  a result  of  the  decrease  in  farm  acreage 
will  likely  cause  remaining  agricultural  producers  to  travel  farther  for 
these  services,  thus  increasing  their  cost  of  operation  and  decreasing 
their  profits. 

We  hope  these  comments  will  be  helpful  in  the  writing  of  the  EIS  analyzing 

potential  sites  for  the  project.  If  we  can  be  of  any  further  assistance,  please 

contact  us. 


2-8(cont) 
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COLOnADa  DEPARTMENT  DP  HEALTH 

4aiO  E.  11TH  A/ENUE  OENVER  BOSSO  F»t-ONE  308-6111  EXT.  329 
ANTHOhY  ROBBINS.  M.D..M.P. A.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


DATE:  August  25,  1978 

SUBJECT:  NON-STATE  ASSISTANCE 

REVIEW  AND  COHHENTS 

TO:  Mr.  Stephen  0.  Ellis 

Colorado  A-95  Clearinghouse 
Division  of  Planning 


PROJECT  TITLE:  MX:  Milestone  II  - Department  of  the  Air  Force  (78-118) 


STATE  IDENTIFIER:  NA 


COMMENTS  DUE  BY: 


September  5,  1978 


VesQ 


NoQ 


1$  this  project  consistent  with  the  goals  and 
objectives  of  this  agency? 


YesL_l 
Yes  ! .i 


No  Q 


Is  there  evidence  of  overlapping  of  duplica- 
tion with  other  agencies? 


No  D 


Is  meeting  desired  with  applicant? 


YesQ 


No  l_.l 


A 15-day  extension  is  requested. 


Comments:  Air  Pollution  Control;  It  is  unlikely  that  the  proposed  actions  would 
significantly  impact  air  quality  in  Colorado.  Expansion  of  existing  aircraft  and  re- 
lated Industry  would  require  air  pollution  emission  permits  to  the  extent  that  it  re- 
quired process  modifications  and/or  increases  in  emissions  to  the  atmosphere. 

The  discussion  in  Volume  II  concerning  Colorado,  Page  11-36,  should  be  corrected  as 
follow.s;  About  11  percent  of  Colorado's  electric  power  generating  capacity  is 
hydro  (1976);  Delete  "Electric  production  in  1975  was  51.3  percent  of  electric 
generating  capacity."  That  doesn't  mean  much  to  anybody. 

The  City  of  Denver  generates  none  of  its  own  eleciric  power.  It  is  provided  by 
Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado.  Most  of  the  coal  production  in  Colorado  comes 
from  the  northwestern  portion  of  the  State,  not  the  southwestern  Four  Corners  Region. 

Name , Title  6 Phone 
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ATTACHMENT  B 
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STATE  OF  CONNECTICUT 

OFFICE  OF  FOLIC  Y AND  M A NA  CEMENT 
340  Capitol  Avenue  Hartford,  Connecticut  06i  15 


August  25,  I97S 


Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Attention!  Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Dear  Sir! 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  MX!  Milestone 
II  has  been  received  by  this  Office  and  offered  for  review  and 
comment  to  appropriate  state  agencies. 

As  of  this  writing  no  comments  have  been  reveived  by  this 
Office  from  these  agencies.  Should  any  comments  be  received 
between  now  and  the  end  of  the  comments  period  (September  5,  197S) 
they  will  be  forwarded  to  you. 


Sincerely, 


Aden  H.  Maben 

State  Clearinghouse  Coordinator 
Intergovernmental  Relations  Division 


AHM/ftm 
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September  4,  1978 


Neoma  Parks,  Project  Review  Coordinator 
State  Office  of  Planning  and  Programming 
P.O.  Box  94601 
Lincoln,  NE  68509 

RE:  MX:  Milestone  II  EIS 

Dear  Ms.  Parks: 


The  Region  19  Council  of  Governments,  as  an  A-95  regional  clearinghouse, 
has  reviewed  the  above  environmental  impact  statement.  It  was  felt  that 
several  areas  of  the  impact  statement  should  have  been  more  specific  or 
needed  further  clarification,  i.e.,  impact  on  water  and  electrical  usage. 

It  was  also  felt  that  the  term  "range  land"  did  not  take  into  account  the 
many  acres  of  irrigated  farmland  which  would  be  affected  by  this  project. 

By  formal  motion  of  the  council,  the  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
proposed  missile  silo  installation  in  West  Central  Nebraska  was  given  an 
unfavorable  comment. 

Kor  the  Council, 

Glen  D.  Ashmore,  Chairman 

cc:  Civil  Engineering  Division 

Norton  A.F.B.,  California  92409 
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l|«SM  CSrntn;.  Krhriulut  BSOSS 


Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Envirotnent  & Safety 
Office  of  the  Sec.  of  the  Air  Force 
SAF 

Washington,  D.  C.  20030 


Dear  Mr.  Carlos: 


Please  find  enclosed  a copy  of  our  Resolution  adopted  at  our 
Hayes  Center  Village  Board  Meeting  on  September  4*,  1978  concerning 
the  proposed  MX  Missile  Site  location  of  Hayes  County,  Nebraska, 

It  is  the  consenus  of  the  entire  Village  Board  that  such  a site 
in  Hayes  County  would  be  far  from  benefical  to  anyone  in  the  entire 
area. 

We  would  appreciate  your  support  and  we  thank  you  for  your 
cooperation  in  this  matter. 


Sincerely  yours. 

Van  Korell,  Chairman  of  the  Board 


VI  - 2-36 


Public  Co:<iinents 


Qmteii  Qoutkuiest 

REGIONAL  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


J — 

CHAIRMAN 

CtilyU  Ktthfw 

VIC(  CHAIRMAN, STATE. 

1.  • J 

KDIRAI.RCCIONAL 

;v. 

Id  L8«ii>t 

VICE  CHAIRMAN.  LOCAL 

V 

Ot.  R«<b*fd  trowMifi 

SCCRCTARY  TREASURER 
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k 

- 

1 SCCUTIVC  DIRECTOR 

Ctiald  CeopM 

Phone  316-275'9176 


P.O.  Box  893 


1118  North  Taylor 


Garden  City,  Kansas  67846 


RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 


August  21,  1978 


Carlos  Stem,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Bnvlronrent 
and  Safety 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 


fii . MX:  Milestone  II  BIS  Pcview 

The  only  comient  uo  can  make,  with  authority,  on  this 
project  is  that  it  will  co,-)sume  an  unholy  amount  of  prime 
agricultural  land,  which  would  obviously  affect  international 
agricultural  trade  (an  issue  which  the  BIS  did  not  address). 

Also,  we  couldn't  find  a discussion  of  the  negative 
social  and  economic  impacts  in  cur  area. 


Respectfgllg, 

^Qtald  Cooper 
Executive  director 


CC:rd 

cc:  Reprosontatlvo  Keith  Sebolius 
Senator  Robert  DoJe 


60  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  COOPCnATING  FOR  A GREATER  SOUTHWEST  KANSAS 
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j Carlos  Stern 

! Deputy  for  Enviroment  & Safety 

Office  of  the  Sec.  of  the  Air  Force 
i SAF/1,;iii 

Washington,  D.  C.  20030 


Dear  Kir.  Carlos: 


Please  find  enclosed  a copy  of  our  Resolution  adopted  at  our 
Hayes  Center  Village  Board  Meeting  on  September  4,  1978  concerning 
the  proposed  X K.issile  Site  location  of* Hayes  County,  Nebraska. 

It  is  the  consenus  of  the  entire  Village  Board  that  such  a site 
in  Hayes  County  would  be  far  from  benefical  to  anyone  in  the  entire 
area. 

We  would  appreciate  your  support  and  we  thank  you  for  your 
cooperation  in  this  matter. 


I 

t 

I 


Sincerely  yours. 

Van  Korell,  Chairman  of  the  Board 
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•TATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

EXEOmVE  OmCE  OF  THE  COVERNOR 

BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET 

•PFiNoriRLD  •aro* 

September  13,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(SAF/MIQ) 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  Sir: 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Mlsale  X 
#78  08  10  60 

The  Illinois  State  Clearinghouse  has  reviewed  the  referenced  subject 
pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  0MB  Circular  A-95, 
Revised  and  the  administrative  policy  of  the  State.  State  agencies  which 
are  authorized  to  develop  and  enforce  environmental  standards  have  been 
given  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  subject.  Mo  comments  were  received 
on  the  referenced  subject. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance. 


Respectfully  yours, 

T.  E.  Hornbacker,  Director 
Illinois  State  Clearinghouse 
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ARNOLD  R.  ANDERSON 

MPMtKNrAYlVK  IIITH  OiaTftlCT 
L09AN,  Oevt.  ORAHAM.  TRIOO  COUNTIIA 
»t0  ATH 
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TOPCKA 

HOUSE  OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 


M(M*|A>  KRUCATtON 

eev«RMHtNTAt  OMAN  tATI»N 


Sept.  16,1978 

The  deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
'■Jashington,  D.C,  20330 

Dear  Sir; 


The  local  papers  from  a number  of  counties  in  cur  area  have 
run  article  this  past  week  concerning  a proposed  JK-Huclear 
.’Us^e  Program  that  affects  several  counties  in  northwest  Kansas. 
’e  nave  heard  some  rumors  of  something  of  this  nature  for  !:ome 
tine  but  this  is  the  first  authentic  infoi’nation  we  have  had. 

I had  thought  iyself  woefully  uninformed  about  t’is  drastic 
possibility  until  I talked  to  two  other  Vestorn  Kansas  State 
Representatives  and  'earned  they  knew  no  more  than  1 <‘id  about 
all  this. 


Ue  are  told  to  write  by  Sept.  22  to  the  above  address  our 
feelings  a'  out  this  wide  reaching  proposal.  I have  the 
following  quostions  and  would  a')preciate  an  early  reply 
so  all  of  us  may  be  better  "Inforncd.  They  are  to^wit: 

1.  >/hy  have  no  public  hearings  been  hold  concorning  this  far 
reaching  proposal  7 

2.  Have  letters  been  sent  to  the  county  coriaissione'’s  of  the 
com  ties  most  a*’i’octed  as  well  as  the  mayors  of  all  of  the 
i.owis  in  the  area  ? 

3.  Hov;  can  we  make  a definite  objection  in  this  short  time 
other  than  letters  ? 

ti.  './hy  have  we  received  no  word  from  our  Representatives  in  1,he 
United  States  Congress  concerning  this  plan  ? 

5.  Do  you  realize  this  ij  fee  & one  of  the  largest  and  most 
productive  grain  and  livesto  k producing  areas  of  Kansas  ? 

I shall  appreciate  anrf  early  reply  to  those  questions  as  of 
course  we  are  greatly  concerned  about  s 'ch  a drastic  plan. 


Sincerely  Tours,  ^ 


Representative  Arnold  Anderson 
Logan-Govc-Graham-Trego  "'ourties 
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Daputy  for  EnrlroniMnt  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  .Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF-HIQ) 

Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Sir  : 


We,  the  Board  of  County  Comniesioners  of  Kit  Carson  County, 
Colorado,  have  Just  recently  heard  that  you  are  proposing 
to  use  this  area  as  one  of  your  MX  Missile  Base  Sites. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  for  us  to  see  why  you  would  even 
consider  taking  prims  agricultural  land  such  as  we  have  in 
this  area  for  such  a proposal,  Tou  would  be  asking  us  to 
sacrifice  one  of  our  most  valued  resources  which  is  food. 
This  project  would  eliminate  some  of  the  most  productive 
farm  land  in  this  country,  as  well  as  eleminating  several 
communities. 

Would  it  not  be  more  sensible  to  go  to  a location  where 
you  wouldn't  be  wasting  good  productive  land?  Think  about 
it,  thrrv  are  a lot  of  people  in  this  world  to  feed,  and 
if  you  eliminate  good  farm  land  such  as  this  area,  people 
may  go  hungry. 

Why  was  your  news  release  put  out,  and  the  public  given 
such  a short  time  in  order  to  resnond  or  protest?  Where 
is  our  freedom  anyraore?  The  government  is  gradually 
taking  over. 
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We,  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Kit  Carson  County, 
Colorado  plead  with  you  to  t..l:e  a second  look  at  this 
proposed  site  in  Eastern  Colorado,  and  urge  you  to  consider 
another  site  for  the  MX  Missile  B^ise  that  is  less  productive. 


RACiig 


Sincerely  yours. 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 


By. 
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August  18,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAS/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  A8sist^ult  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Pentagon 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  sir: 

Enclosed  are  the  comments  of  the  City  of  Lompoc  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Milestone  2 for  the  MX 
Missile  System.  These  comments  are  addressed  only  to  Volume  III, 
Missile  Flight  Testing,  emd  concern  only  the  effects  of  such 
testing  at  vandenberg  AFB  on  the  City  of  Lompoc  and  its  immediate 
surroundings. 

Generally,  we  would  compliment  the  Air  Force  on  what  appears  to 
be  a very  thorough  investigation  of  the  impacts  of  the  MX  Missile 
Flight  Testing.  The  Draft  EIS  contains  excellent  and  highly 
detailed  economic  and  environmental  data  for  the  areas  affected  by 
this  program.  The  City  of  Lompoc  is,  and  will  continue  to  be, 
seeking  open  communications  and  relations  with  the  Air  Force  re- 
garding Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  and  we  appreciate  this  oppor- 
tunity to  comment  on  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Specific  concerns  of  the  City  of  Lompoc  with  respect  to  the  subject 
EIS  include  the  following: 

1.  There  are  discrepancies  between  this  Draft  EIS  on  the  MX  and 

the  ^inal  EIS  on  the  Space  Shuttle  Progreun  with  respect  to  housing 
and  population  Impacts  on  the  City  of  lompoc. 

Please  refer  to  the  Final  EIS  on  the  Space  Treinsportation  System 
dated  Jetnuary,  1978,  Page  5-57.  There,  it  is  stated  that  approxi- 
mately 294  housing  units  will  be  generated  in  Lompoc  as  a result 
of  the  Construction/Activation  phase  of  the  project  from  1979  - 
1983.  This  figure  is  equal  to  27.6%  of  the  total  countywide 
impact  of  1,065  units. 

In  the  Draft  EIS  on  the  MX  Missile,  however.  Page  III-324,  Table 
3-31  indicates  that  shuttle-induced  permanent  housing  in  Lompoc 
would  be  525  to  575  units  in  1981.  (Note:  The  peak  construction 
year  will  occur  in  1980.)  This  figure  is  equal  to  23.4%  of  the 
estimated  Countywide  total  housing  unit  demand  of  2,250  to  2,425. 
Both  figures  are  considerably  higher  than  those  quotc'^  above  from 
the  Space  Shuttle  Final  EIS  for  shuttle-induced  housing  demand. 


Jm  H.  V*l«flCl« 
Miyor 

Tom  Orotn 
Councllmin 

John  P.  Uurraii 
Counci  Imtn 

E.  C.  Stovtns 
Councilman 

Chariot  G.  Ward 
Councilman 

Gono  L Wahlart 
City  Administrator 
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The  Issue  of  growth  Inducement  from  the  MX  program  Is  critical 
to  the  City  of  lompoc,  especially  in  the  context  of  the  pro- 
posed LNG  terminal  as  well  as  the  Space  Shuttle.  The  City's 
Community  Development  staff.ls  now  preparing  revised  population 
projections  as  part  of  a Growth  Management  Program  funded  by 
HUD.  The  EIS  Is  to  be  complimented  for  its  initial  attempts 
to  quantify  these  cumulative  impacts,  but  the  City  needs  a 
firm  indication  as  to  which  set  of  data  accurately  reflects 
population  and  housing  impacts  to  be  expected  from  those  projects. 

2.  The  Draft  EIS  contains  an  inadequate  discussion  of  means  of  housing 
transient  employees  associated  with  the  MX  program. 

On  Page  Ill-vi  in  the  Summary  to  Volume  III,  the  statement  is 
made  that  adequate  sites  for  mobile  homes  or  recreational  vehicle 
parka  do  not  exist  in  order  to  house  transient  workers  expected 
from  the  three  projects.  Back-up  data  are  not  fully  given  in 
Section  1.2. 2. 3. 3 or  3. 3.2. 1.3,  but  we  would  generally  concur  with 
that  statement.  We  would  suggest  contacting  the  State  Department 
of  Housing  emd  Community  Development  if  more  data  is  needed  to 
ascertain  actual  vacancy  rate  emd/or  the  numbers  of  available 
recreational  vehicle  or  mibile  home  sites  in  the  vicinity  of  Van- 
denberg  APB. 

We  would  concur  with  the  recommendation  in  the  EIS  that  the  Air 
Force  commit  itself  firmly  to  development  of  temporary  housing 
sufficient  to  accommodate .transient  construction  craftsmen  for 
both  the  Space  Shuttle  and  the  MX.  The  Draft  EIS  suggests  on 
Page  III-324  that  75-100  units  of  recreational  vehical  parking 
would  be  sufficient,  but  on  Page  III-323,  Table  3-30  indicates  a 
peak  transient  construction  force  of  about  1,000  workers,  in- 
cluding the  IiNG  terminal.  Perhaps  the  Air  Force  would  consider 
a joint  venture  with  Western  LNG  Terminal  Association  to  construct 
such  temporary  housing. 

A few  selected  sites  of  RV  and/or  mobile  home  parks  could  be 
integrated  with  the  Base  and  the  LNG  site  in  areas  compatible 
with  the  general  plans  and  environmental  standards  of  the  County 
wd  the  Air  Force. 

Such  tr^u}sient  housing  could  take  up  the  brunt  of  Impact  of 
the  MX  as  well  as  the  LNG  terminal  and  Space  Shuttle  System. 

The  Community  Development  Department  views  this  as  an  essential 
mitigation  measure  to  alleviate  the  potential  cumulative  effects 
of  these  projects. 

We  anticipate  increasing  construction  of  apartment  units,  but 
this  development  may  not  be  sufficient  to  absorb  the  additional 
cumulative  demand.  We  are  also  concerned  about  possible  large- 
scale  conversion  of  apartments  into  condominiums,  and  the  effect 
this  may  have  on  the  rental  market.  The  City's  housing  stock 
cannot  continue  as  in  the  past  to  serve  short-term  demands  of 
major  programs  or  projects  nearby  this  community  which  cause 
extreme  fluctuations  in  the  local  economy  euid  major  long-term 
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side  effects  on  the  local  housing  market.  We  do  appreciate 
from  this  EIS,  however,  the  fact  that  the  MX  program  may  help 
to  alleviate  some  of  the  impact  of  the  decline  from  the  peak 
employment  in  the  Space  Shuttle  Program. 

3.  The  Draft  EIS  has  included  some  inaccurate,  or  out  of  date  data 
related  to  existing  City  l^md  use  policies  ctnd  population  pro-~ 
sections. 


On  Page  III-215  population  projections  from  the  1974  Land  Use 
Plan  of  the  City  of  Lompoc  are  given  as  58,000  in  1980  and 
71,000  in  1990.  These  projections  are  no  longer  in  use.  New 
projections  will  be  formulated  soon  by  the  City  as  part  of  the 
study  mentioned  above  regarding  growth  mcuiagement.  Proposed 
projections  currently  place  1980  population  at  34,900  to  35,700, 
with  a 1990  population  at  about  38,500  to  41,700.  (Note:  these 
projections  include  both  Vandenberg  Village  and  Mission  Hills, 
satellite  communities  within  the  Lompoc  area.)  As  pointed  out 
in  the  Draft  EIS,  the  City's  projections  exceed  the  County's  pro- 
jections for  Lompoc  as  reported  in  Table  III-25. 

Finally,  the  Draft  EIS  states  on  Page  II1-215  that  "an  effort  will 
be  made  to  incorporate  both  Vandenberg  Village  and  Mission  Hills 
into  the  City  of  Lompoc  before  1990".  The  City  is  currently 
advocating  before  the  County  Local  Agency  Formation  Commission 
that  these  communities  should  be  included  within  the  City's 
"Sphere  of  Influence",  an  area  designated  by  LAFCO  for  planning 
purposes,  but  without  any  definitive  fiscal  or  regulatory  sig- 
nificance. The  City  is  also  studying  the  feasibility  of  providing 
urban  services  to  an  unincorporated  area  between  Mission  Hill^nd 
Vandenberg  Village  at  the  intersection  of  Highway  1 and  County 
Road  S-20.  There  is  also  a proposal  to  annex  an  area  between 
Lompoc  and  the  Santa  Vnez  River  and  immediately  east  of  the  River, 
including  a City  park.  The  City's  current  policy  is  to  expand 
gradually  to  the  north  in  a controlled  manner  consistent  with 
sound  economic  objectives.  There  are  no  current  plems,  however 
to  annex  Vandenberg  Village  and  Mission  Hills. 
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Summary. 

Aside  from  the  matters  noted  above,  the  MX  EIS  appears  to  address  our 
concerns  very  well.  We  appreciate  the  efforts  of  the  Air  Force  to 
engage  in  this  dialogue,  and  look  forward  to  participating  in  joint 
efforts  to  resolve  issues  of  mutual  concern. 


.-Sji^cercljy, 


(John  Ashbaugh 
Urban  Planner 


JA:lt 

cc!  Lt.Col.  Aubrey  Sloan,  Vandenberg  AFB 

Clifford  Petrie,  Executive  Director,  APC 
(Attn:  Mike  Powers) 


Public  Comments  VI  - 2-43 


<o)5F 


I 


I 


I 

I 


1 

1 

1 


I 


wuiv  OF  riowiFs 


September  1,  1978 


Jo*  H.  ValtncI* 
Mayor 

Tom  Gra«n 
Councilman 

John  P.  Llzarraga 
Councilman 

E.  C.  Sttvens 
Councilman 

Charles  G.  Ward 
Councilman 

Gene  L Wahlert 
City  Administrator 


Carlos  Stern,  Fh.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAF/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Pentagon, 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

This  letter  Is  supplemental  to  an  earlier  letter  from  the  City  of  lonpoc, 
dated  August  18,  1978,  vhere  several  concerns  were  raised  regarding  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  MX  program.  As  before,  these 
comments  are  addressed  only  to  the  effects  of  missile  flight  testing  at 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base  on  the  City  of  lompoc  and  its  Immediate  environ- 
ment. Also  as  before,  the  City  would  like  to  convey  its  appreciation  for 
the  overall  quality  and  depth  of  Information  in  this  document.  However, 
the  City  of  Lompoc  does  wish  Co,  emphasize  two  issues  which  were  not  satis- 
factorily addressed  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement:  1)  The 
need  for  housing  for  translen'’  construction  workers;  and  2)  the  lack  of 
adequate  traffic  information. 

1.  Meed  for  adequate  accommodations  for  construction  work  force. 

The  letter  of  August  18  discussed  this  issue  in  depth,  suggesting  that  tem- 
porary construction  camps  be  established  under  a Joint  venture  of  the  Air 
Force, on-base  civilian  contractors,  and  Western  LNG  Associates.  If  such  an 
arrangement  Is  possible,  the  City  of  Lompoc  would  provide  full  cooperation 
and  we  would  seek  similar  participation  from  Santa  Barbara  County.  It  Is 
felt  that  a temporary  mobile  home  park  located  In  proximity  to  the  major 
construction  sites  could  be  developed  consistent  with  the  environmental 
and  construction  standards  of  the  City,  the  County,  and  the  State  Department 
of  Housing  and  Community  Development. 

The  Importance  of  this  transient  work  force  housing  cannot  be  under-estimated 
With  peak  combined  construction  crews  for  the  County  totalling  about  1,000 
workers  from  the  three  major  projects  (Space  Shuttle,  LNG  Terminal,  as  well 
as  MX),  the  Lompoc  community  will  be  forced  to  bear  a disproportionate  bur- 
den of  the  temporary  housing  demand,  which  the  local  housing  stock  cannot 
accommodate. 
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2.  Need  for  a more  detailed  evaluation  of  the  traffic  Impacts. 

On  page  341  In  Volume  III  of  the  MX  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  It  is 
stated  that  construction  of  a Lompoc  bypass  is  forecast  In  the  area's 
Regional  Transportation  Plan.  This  was  forecasted  in  the  1976  plan.  The 
1977  updated  plan  omits  the  bypass  due  to  the  fact  that  funding  is  no 
longer  available.  The  City  would  suggest  that  the  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  address  an  alternative  bypass  proposal  as  a possible 
mitigation  measure.  This  proposal  would  Involve  the  construction  of  a 
two-lane  highway  bypass  extending  from  Highway  246  to  a connection  with 
Central  Avenue  north  of  the  City  (see  attached  map) . 

We  also  feel  that  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  address 
potential  traffic  Impacts  along  "H"  Street  between  Ocean  and  the  Santa 
Ynez  River.  The  E.I.S.  states  that  only  "light"  congestion  is  expected 
in  this  area,  during  peak  hours,  if  any  one  of  the  four  on-base  sites  are 
chosen  for  MX.  This  area  is  currently  "lightly"  congested  and  traffic 
Increments  from  all  three  projects  (MX,  Space  Shuttle,  and  LNG)  should 
certainly  Increase  peak-hour  traffic  congestion  significantly.  Also,  the 
MX  E.I.S.  addresses  only  potential  traffic  Impacts  from  the  MX  and  Space 
Shuttle  and  does  not  address  the  coinciding  traffic  impacts  from  the 
proposed  LNG  terminal  at  Point  Conception. 

Sunmary 

The  City  would  like  to  compliment  the  Air  Force  for  the  overall  complete- 
ness of  the  MX  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  thank  them  for  this 
opportunity  to  comment.  However,  we  cannot  over  emphasize  the  importance 
of  the  aforementioned  Issues  to  advanced  planning  for  the  City  of  Lompoc. 

Sincerely, 
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Joe  H.  Valencia 
Mayor,  City  of  Lompoc 
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GoMrnor 


State  of  Misaouri 
OFFICE  OF  ADMINISTRATION 

P.O.  Box  800  Willitm  0.  Dyt,  Director 

Jefferson  City  65t02  Oiviiion  of  Budget  end  Planning 


August  18,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

Subject:  78070175. 

The  Division  of  Budget  and  Planning,  as  the  designated  State 
Clearinghouse,  has  coordinated  a review  of  the  above  referred 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  with  various  concerned  or 
affected  state  agencies  pursuant  to  Section  102 (2) (c)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

None  of  the  state  agencies  involved  in  the  review  had  comments 
or  recommendations  to  offer  at  this  time. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  statement  and  anti- 
cipate receiving  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  when 
prepared. 

Sincerely, 

George  Iiincberry 

Chief,  Grants  Coordination 
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Mr.  Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAF/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
The 'Pentagon 
Washington,  O.C.  20330 

Dear  Or.  Stern: 

Attention:  HX:M11estone  II 

This  agency  has  conducted  a statewide  review  of  the  draft  environmental 
Impact  statement  for  the  MX:  Milestone  II  Program.  In  general,  the  analysis 
of  the  potential  socio-economic  and  environmental  Impacts  In  the  South  Platte 
Plains  sample  BMCA  Is  too  brief  to  accurately  determine  the  full  range  of 
Impacts  which  are  possible.  However,  Figure  3-8,  page  IV-97  does  provide 
a reasonably  accurate  first  cut  analysis  of  potential  problem  areas.  Never- 
theless, before  a final  decision  on  deployment  areas  has  been  made  a more  In 
depth  analysis  of  the  social,  economic  and  environmental  Impacts  will  be 
necessary. 

Items  which  should  be  given  greater  pre-deployment  attention  Include  the 
following: 

a)  water  quality  and  availability 

b)  site  safety 

c)  cement  availability 

d)  electric  power  availability  and  replacement 

e)  economic  dislocation  associated  with  property 
and  land  acquisition 

fl  local  government  acceptance 

g)  cultural  and  historical  resources 

h)  employment  levels,  population  Increase,  and 
availability  of  community  services 

In  the  event  that  other  areas  In  .Nebraska  are  considered  as  possible  staging 
areas  for  the  MX  missile  this  office  requests  that  It  be  given  the  opportunity 
to  review  that  Information  when  It  becomes  available.  Further,  If  Nebraska 
Is  considered  as  a final  deployment  area,  the  Office  of  the  Governor  wishes 
to  be  notified  of  that  decision. 


f ‘‘ 
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Dr.  Carlos  Stern 
Page  two 

September  12,  1978 


Comments  are  enclosed  from  other  agencies  for  your  Information  and  consider- 
ation. 


Sincerely, 


Jon  H.  Oberg 
Director 


JH0:jkh 


cc; 


Barbara  Kllma 
Glen  D.  Ashmore 
Marvin  Klvett 
Richard  Lashua 
Jerry  Wallin 

Civil  Engineering  Division 
SAMSO/HNND 

Norton  AFB,  CA  92409 


Enc. 
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SOtl  4 WATEt  C0(4SEKVATI0N 
WATE4SHE0  NOTCCTtON 
COMPREHENSIVE  PlANNiNO 
Fiooo  PuiH  management 

DATA  SANK 

WATER  OUAIITY  PlANNiNG 
DEVEICPMENT  FUND 


.-Pi'  li» 

JUDJiil  J unuiiiijUiiiijii^ 


i'lf'iiiilliL 


August  15,  1979 


S'l’ATK  OK  !^E]il^\SKA 


NATURAL  RESOURCES  COMMISSION 

? O.  8o*  94876 
Uncoin,  NebroiVo  68509 

Ollico  location- 
fourth  floor 

301  Centenniol  Moll  South 


Miss  Neons  Packs 

State  Office  of  Planning  and  Programming 
Room  1319,  State  Capitol,  P.O.  Box  94601 
Lincoln,  NE  68509 

Dear  Miss  Parks: 

We  have  reviewed  the  information  provided  on  Che  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  by  the  Air  Force,  SAI  78  08  05.  We  find  that  in  their 
discussion  of  the  South  Platte  Plains  BMCA  or  page  IV-61,  they  state  that 
inadequate  quantity  or  quality  of  groundwater  limits  Che  development  of 
irrigated  agriculture.  However,  their  map  of  the  area  on  page  IV-17 
includes  Keith,  Perkins,  and  Chase  Counties,  in  which  irrigation  development 
has  been  extensive  and  rapid.  A review  of  recent  data  from  the  Remote 
Sensing  Center  should  be  recommended  to  the  Air  Force. 

On  page  IV-63  it  says  alluvial  aquifers  yield  several  hundred  gallons 
per  minute  to  wells.  Information  prepared  by  the  Conservation  and  Survey 
Division  for  the  State  Water  Plan  Framework  Report  indicates  that  the  alluvial 
aquifers  and  the  Ogallala  aquifer  yield  over  500  g.p.m.  to  Irrigation  wells. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Gayle  H.  Lewis,  P.E. 
Chief,  Planning  Division 

GHL: JW:mrp 
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OfFCUTIVE  BOARD 


ELECTED  MEMBERS 


Mtune*  S Htvnlont  Pftndtnl 

Beatrice 

Olio  Kolouc.  Vice  Pfttidtni 

Humboldt 

S N Wolbach  2nd  Vict  President 

Grand  island 

Aiihuf  Carmody.  Treasurer 

Trenton 

Edwin  J Faulliner 

Imeoln 

J M Han.  Jr 

Omaha 

Net  laienitr 

Omaha 

Charles  W Marim 

Omaha 

CKeites  C Oiboint 

Hastings 

James  A (lawley 

tincoln 

Warren  C Wood 

Genng 

Nellie  Snyder  Yost 

North  Platte 

MARVIN  F KIVETT 
DIRECTOR  SECRETARY 


EXECUTIVE  BOARD 
EX  OFFICIO  MEMBERS 

J JAMES  EXON,  GOVERNOR 
STATE  OF  NEBRASKA 

RONALD  W ROSKENS.  PRESIDENT 
UNIVERSITY  OF  NEBRASKA 

PAULW  WHITE.  CHIEF  JUSTICE 
OF  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEBRASKA 

GEORGE  P MILLER.  PRESIDENT  OF 
THE  NEBRASKA  PRESS  ASSOCIATION 

1S00R  STREET 
LINCOLN.  NEBRASKA  C8S0B 


Phone  402.-432  2793 


August  IS,  1978 


Ms.  Ncoma  Parks,  Project  Review  Coordinator 
State  Office  of  Planning  and  Programming 
Room  1319,  State  Capitol 
Lincoln,  Nebraska  68S09 

Re:  MX;  Milestone  II 

Department  of  Air  Force  78  08  05 
HP  g 8-022-78 


Dear  Ms.  Parks: 


We  do  not  have  sufficient  information  to  make  a determination 
of  the  effects  of  the  proposed  MX  system  upon  properties  in  Nebraska 
eligible  for  or  enrolled  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  At  such  time  as  project  sites  are  selected  we  would  need 
the  locations  and  general  information  on  the  amount  of  construction. 
We  would  then  submit  our  recommendations  for  compliance  of  Section 
106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 


Sincerely, 


State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


Richard  E.  Jensen 
Preservation  Archeologist 


dlb 
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SENATOR  STEVE  FOWLER 


Disirict  No.  27 
8th  Floor  ^ Room  812 
Lincoln,  Nebraska  68509 
(402)471-2632 


JJfbruBka  i^atp  Spyialaturp 

Unicomcral 


Lincoln,  Nebraska  68509 
1 


COMMITTEES 

Appropr»«t(on( 

Admmtstfitivff  Agency  Ruin  & Rc^jUliont 
Executive  Bojrd 
Ntbrdika  Rf  tuemeni  SysienM 
Reference 
Li^<U4l*ve  Council 


EIGHTY  f IF  ril  legislature 


September  19,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Carlos  Stern: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  report,  "MX:  Milestone 
II"  is  of  concern  to  me  on  two  major  points:  1)  the  very  great  increase 
in  electrical  energy  needed  if  the  MX  is  put  in  Nebraska  and  2)  the 
loss  of  state  revenues  in  state  income  taxes  resulting  from  agriculture 
being  put  out  of  business. 

As  I understand  it,  the  chart  l ’ page  97  of  volume  IV  shows  that 
for  every  kind  of  deployment  mode,  for  our  area  there  would  be  a 
"very  large"  impact  on  electrical  energy  use.  The  '■able  on  page  13 
of  volume  IV  estimates  that  for  the  "nominal  value  of  the  primary 
factors"  about  41.5  MW  is  need  for  construction  (for  all  modes  except 
the  hybrid  trench)  and  from  69  to  83  MW  needed  for  operation,  depending 
on  the  mode  selected.  These  power  requirements  would  necessitate  the 
construction  of  additional  generating  capacity,  beyond  the  Gerald 
Gentleman  Units  planned  and  under  construction — is  that  a correct 
assumption?  Have  any  discussions  been  held  with  Nebraska  Public  Power 
officials  or  staff  as  to  whether  the  additonal  power  requirements  would 
be  met  with  a coal  plant  or  with  a nuclear  plant? 

On  page  103  of  volume  IV  the  report  points  out  that  the  increase 
in  electrical  energy  use  results  from  the  operation  of  the  plant  and 
from  the  influx  of  workers.  Do  the  estimates  on  page  ?7  of  energy 
needed  include  the  increased  demands  from  incoming  workers,  or  does 
it  represent  only  the  needs  of  the  MX  system  itselt? 
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In  addition,  1 believe  the  impact  statement  should  provide 
an  estimate  of  the  loss  of  revenues  to  the  state  treasury  if  the 
MX  is  located  in  our  state.  The  economic  impact  of  all  deployment 
modes  shown  on  the  chart  on  page  97  is  very  large  for  Nebraska. 

Therefore,  it  would  seem  prudent  to  attempt  to  quantify  this  impact 

on  the  state  level  for  both  revenues  and  services.  The  impact 

statement  says  on  page  102,  volume  IV  that  "increased  public 

services  will  be  required;  increased  public  expenditures.  . .may  2-27 

be  required  almost  immediately  to  service  a population  boom.  ..." 

The  public  services  provided  by  the  state  that  would  be  affected 
should  be  listed  and  an  estimate  given  of  increases  required.  The 
statement  also  says  that  "federal  aid  may  be  required  to  assist  local 
governments  through  an  adjustment  period  in  some  of  the  potential 
deployment  areas."  Is  any  federal  aid  available  to  the  state?  If 
so,  it  would  be  useful  to  have  some  specific  facts. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  my  questions.  The  time  extension 
for  response  to  the  draft  impact  statement  to  September  22  is 
appreciated. 


SF/ca 


i^ebrasifea  Unicameral 


September  1 , 1 978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 

Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Deputy: 

These  comments  concern  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment for  MX:  Milestone  II. 

1.  In  the  chart  showing  the  impacts  for  the  different  modes 
in  each  BMCA,  the  impact  on  water  in  the  South  Platte  6MCA 
is  listed  as  small  for  Area  Security  and  moderate  for  Point 
Security.  What  factors  were  used  to  make  these  determinations 
and  on  what  basis  were  the  impacts  judged  to  be  small  and 
moderate  respectively? 

2.  In  assessing  the  impact  on  water  in  the  Nebraska  territory 
included  in  the  South  Platte  BMCA,  were  the  following  specifics 
taken  into  account? 

a)  The  number  of  surface  water  permit  holders  and  the  uses 
for  which  these  permits  were  issued. 

b)  The  groundwater  declines  in  these  areas,  in  particular, 
those  in  the  Upper  Republican  National  Resources  District 
which  led  to  the  establishment  of  a groundwater  control  area 
there. 

If  not,  please  consider  these  factors  in  preparing  the  final 
draft  of  the  environmental  impact  statement. 

3.  On  Table  1-2  on  page  IV-13,  the  amount  of  water  required 
for  the  various  deployment  modes  is  listed.  For  what  speci- 
fic uses  will  this  water  be  required  and  how  were  the  amounts 
computed? 


2-28 


2-29 


■2-30 


MAS/hm 


Si ncerely , 

Mary  t.  Soromermeyer 
Counsel  for  the  Public  Works 
Committee  of  the  Nebraska 
Legislature 
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PATRICIA  Q.  SHECHAN 
COMMISSIONER 


^latp  of  Nntt  3(prflfi| 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS 


July  31,  1978 


Hi  WEST  STATE  STREET 
POST  OFFICE  BOX  2761 
TRENTON,  N.J.  06625 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Department  Of  The  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

RE:  OSRC-FY-79-127 

Dear  Mr,  Stern: 

This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  recent  Project  Notification 
for  MX:  Milestone  II.  The  project  has  been  designated  application 
OSRC-FY-79-127  for  all  future  references. 

We  have  circulated  this  Project  Notification  to  the  appropriate 
State  agencies  for  review  and  comment.  We  anticipate  no  problems  during 
Che  review  phase,  but  should  any  conflicts  or  issues  arise,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  schedule  a conference  in  order  to  resolve  the  issues  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  a Letter  of  Certification. 


Very  truly  yours, 

ixA/. 

'■Jerry  H.  Eure,  Sr. 
Supervising  Program 
Development  Specialist 
Project  Review  Section 
Division  of  State  and 
Regional  Planning 


JHEsep 
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§tatr  of  5?fut  Srrary 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMUNITY  AFFAIRS 


PATRICIA  Q.  SIIECHAN 
COMMISSIONER 


Jil  WEST  STATE  STREET 
POST  OFFICE  BOX  Ittt 
TRENTON,  NJ.  OtSTS 


August  14,  1978 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Department  of  The  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20320 

RE:  OSRC-KY-79-127 


Dear  Mr.  Stern: 


In  accordance  with  the  U.S.  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  Circular 
A-93  Revised,  your  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  MX:  Milestone 
II  designated  application  OSRC-FY-79-127,  has  met  the  State  of  New 
Jersey's  Clearinghouse  requirements. 

We  have  circulated  this  Project  Kotlfication  to  the  appropriate 
State  agencies,  none  of  which  have  ’olced  any  objectiops. 
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Jbrry  Apodaca 

OOVCRNOR 


State  . OF  New  Mexico 

OFFICC  OF  1HC  GOVCRNOR 

Santa  Fe 

87S03 

August  30,  1978 


Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  & Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 


Dear  Mr.  Stern: 


Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  August  14,  1978,  advising  me  of  the  deadline 
for  submission  of  conunents  pn  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  MX: 
Milestone  II. 


The  complete  evaluation  of  such  a statement  requires  the  attention  of 
a number  of  departments  such  as  Agriculture,  Natural  Resources,  Energy, 
Environment,  Economic  Development,  Military  Affairs,  and  State  Planning. 
The  state  received  an  adequate  number  of  EIS’s  on  August  22,  1978,  and, 
due  to  the  massiveness  of  the  statement  cannot  comply  with  your  deadline 
of  September  5,  1978.  We  have  been  informed  by  Major  General  John  W. 
Hepfer's  office  in  Santa  Barbara,  California,  that  other  states  were 
finding  the  same  problem  and  therefore  a fifteen  day  extension  was  ap- 
proved. We  are  operating  on  that  assumption. 

We  will  therefore  prepare  and  submit  to  your  office  New  Mexico's  concerns 
on  the  statement  prior  to  September  20,  1978,  Thank  you  again  for  your 
letter;  if  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  problem  or  position  please 
feel  free  to  contact  me  any  time. 


Sincerely, 


^ CHRIS  KRAHUNG  ' > 
Administrative  Assistant/ 


CK:jb 
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Jbbsy  Avodaca 

OOVCKNOR 


State  of  New  Mexico 

orricc  or  JHC  oovcRNOft 

SAlf^A  Fk 

07503 

ScpCcaber  19,  1978 


Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

I am  enclosing  comments  from  the  various  departments  of  state  government 
which  would  be  affected  by  the  Air  Force's  proposed  Missile  X project. 

In  addition  I would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  summarize  the  major 
concerns  of  the  Governor's  Office,  per  se. 

1.  That  all  local  levels  of  government  (cities  and  counties)  which  will 
be  Impacted  be  notified  as  soon  as  possible  to  keep  all  parties 
fully  Informed  of  all  developments  as  they  occur. 

2.  That  all  areawide  planning  organizations  or  councils  of  government 
be  notified  as  decisions  are  made  In  order  to  expedite  the  planning 
process. 

3.  That  the  state  land  office  and  local  land  owners  be  Informed  of 
your  plans  as  soon  as  specific  sites  are  determined  In  order  to 
minimize  acquisition  problems. 

4.  That  state  government  be  thoroughly  Involved  so  that  potential  Im- 
pact problems  can  be  resolved  early  on. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project.  Should  you 
have  any  questions  or  like  to  discuss  any  of  the  aforementioned  comments 
further,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me. 

Sincerely, 


Administrative  Assistant 
CK:jb 
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X“it->  m* 


Jeiiy  Apodaco 
COVfRNCR 


(505)  827-5271 
Ext.  201 


September  11,  1978 


KEHORANDUH 


TO: 

FROM: 

SU8JECT: 


Chris  Krahling,  Governor's  Office 
Thomas  E.  Baca,  Director 
MISSILE  lOX  PROJECT 


The  Environmental  Improvement  Division  has  reviewed  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  addressing  the  environmental  analysis  process  for  the  MX: 
Milestone  II  Missile  Project.  The  statement  is  generic  in  nature  and  con- 
tains little  or  no  specific  environmental  analysis. 

The  Division  appreciates  the  fact  that  a site  specific  environmental 
impact  statement  will  be  developed  as  details  are  formulated  regarding  the 
area  affected. 

The  Division  anticipates  that  detailed  analysis  on  air,  water  and  land 
resources  will  be  addressed  in  future  statements. 
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State  of  New  Mexico 

Commetce  & Indpstty  Deportment 
Economic  Development  Division 

Dotoon  Memofioi  Ouildmg 
Sonto  Fe.  New  Mexico  67503 
(505)  827.5571 


September  13,  1978 
Chris  Krahling 
Bob  Boyd 
Missile  “X"  Project  comments 


It  is  difficult  to  make  comments  on  the  "MX"  proposal  with  all  of  the 
intangibles  now  existing.  Without  doubt,  regardless  of  v/hich  system 
they  go  with,  if  they  go,  and  if  New  Mexico  was  selected  to  be  one  of 
the  basing  mode  comparison  areas,  there  would  be  considerable  economic 
impact,  both  during  the  construction  stages,  and  throughout  the  opera- 
tional stages.  This  impact  could  vary  considerably,  depending  upon 
which  area  is  chosen,  out  of  the  .seven  sample  BMCA's,  three  of  them 
would  affect  New  Mexico. 

It  would  appear  that  New  Mexico  should  realize  some  economic  benefits 
through  the  testing  stage,  in  that  a portion  of  the  development  would 
take  place  at  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base  and  the  surrounding  area.  How 
much  this  would  amount  to  is  unknown  at  this  time,  but  it  should  not, 
on  the  basis  of  present  knowledge,  provide  any  adverse  effects. 

I believe  our  comments  would  be  more  in  the  areas  of  questions  such 
as  "What  happens  to  programs  presently  being  looked  at  or  studied  in 
various  areas,  such  as  the  White  Sands  Missile  Range  activities  or 
the  Eddy  County  WIPP?" 

In  the  event  that  a particular  BMCA  is  chosen,  would  all  of  the  lands 
as  indicated  on  the  various  maps  be  withdrawn  from  public  use  or 
would  just  a relatively  small  portion  of  them  be  highly  secured  area? 
If  all  of  the  indicated  areas  should  be  withdrawn  I could  envision  a 
rather  drastic  adverse  impact  as  far  as  our  agricultural  community  in 
the  Las  Cruces,  Dona  Ana  area,  as  well  as  the  high  plains  area,'  and 
pretty  heavy  impact  on  the  oil  and  gas  and  mining  activities  in  the 
southwest  and  southeast. 

From  an  economic  impact  viewpoint  there  could  be  some  substantial 
benefits  from  the  program  on  the  basis  of  what  we  know  now,  and  some 
heavy  demands  on  goods,  on  services  and  facilities,  both  at  the  local 
level  and  from  the  State's  viewpoint. 


Jwiy  Apodoca 
Govemoj 

Wnilom  Kundiot,  Ii. 
Seoetoiy 

MEMO: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 
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S' 


NEW  MEXICO  DEPARTMENT  0^  AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE  OF  THC  DIRECTOR 

Box  3169/la$  Cruces.  Nevi  Mexico  86003 

Telephone  (505)  646‘300y 


September  5,  1578 


the  Honorable  Jerry  Apodaca 
Governor's  Office 
State  Capitol  Building 

Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87503  RE:  MX  Missile  Project 

Attention:  Chris  Krahllng,  Adniliiistracivc  Assistant 
Dear  Mr.  Krahllng: 

Tlte  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  MX:  Milestone  II,  has  been  reviewed 
by  our  office  with  the  impact  upon  the  agricultural  industry  as  the  primary 
concern. 

Full  scale  engineering  development  described  in  Volume  II  indicates  that  the 
work,  if  carried  out  at  Kirtland  AFB,  would  not  be  expected  to  alter  the 
land  use  characteristics  of  surrounding  areas. 

The  proposed  tests  are  very  similar  in  nature  to  historical  uses  of  Kirtland  AFB, 
and  should  not  have  any  detrimental  impact  upon  agriculture. 

Volume  No.  3 deals  with  missile  flight  testing  which  is  proposed  for  Vandenberg 
AFB  in  California;  therefore,  this  would  have  no  impact  on  New  Mexico. 

Volume  No.  4 concerning  the  basing  mode  evaluation  suggests  three  areas  in 
New  Mexico  as  potential  basing  sites: 

1.  White  Sands  Missile  Range 

2.  Rio  Grande  Basin 

3.  Texas  - New  Mexico  lligli  Plains 

The  only  potential  site  which  would  not  seriously  affect  the  agricultural  sector 
is  White  Sands  Missile  Range. 

The  Texas-New  Mexico  High  Plains  is  identified  in  Volume  No.  A as  one  of  the 
most  agriculturally  productive  areas  in  the  country.  The  land  Involved  is  almost 
entirely  privately  owned. 

The  Rio  Grande  Basin  site  also  involves  mostly  privately  owed  land  which  is 
mostly  used  for  grazing  and  cattle  production. 

The  estimated  nominal  area  required  for  area  security  deployment  of  the  proposed 
number  of  missiles  is  approximately  8,000  square  miles. 
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Tlie  Honorable  Jerry  Apodaca 
September  5,  1978 


A detailed  breakdown  of  the  amounts  of  various  agricultural  land  uses  in 
the  proposed  areas  Is  not  provided  in  the  data. 

The  actual  site  selection  process  will  not  bo  considered  at  this  time  according 
to  the  Program  Overview,  Volume  I.  This  will  be  a portion  of  "Milestone  III", 
and  will  be  assisted  by  a separate  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  There  appears 
to  be  no  overall  threat  to  agriculture  In  this  Milestone  II  phase  of  the  program. 
The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  "Milestone  III"  should  be  evaluated 
carefully  when  it  becomes  available. 

If  I can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  advise. 


Sincerely, 

William  P.  Stephens  ^ 


Director 


WPS:CEH;as 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  FINANCE  AND  ADMINISTRATION 


state  Planning  Division 
505  Don  Caspar  Avenue 


Coordination  Bureau  (505)  827-2073 
Planning  Bureau  (505)  827-5191 


Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87503 


August  15,  1978 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Office  of  Assistant  Secretary 
Washington,  D.  C.  2033Q 


Att:  Carlos  Stern 


Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement;  MX:  Milestone  II 

SAI  «79-07-l-086 


Dear  Mr.  Stern: 


It  is  most  difficult  to  thoroughly  review  the  subject  document  because 
numerous  decisions  must  be' made  before  actual  impacts  can  be  assessed. 
For  example,  Deployment  Mode  4 Security  Type  selections  will  greatly 
affect  the  extent  of  Impacts  and  possible  mitigations.  Obviously,  the 
site  selection  for  Deployment  will  also  be  required  before  an  in-depth 
review  can  bo  made.  As  a consequence,  we  will  simply  offer  a few 
comments  and  await  more  definitive  Environmental  Impact  Analyses  as  the 
project  proceeds. 


We  feel  the  following  points  should  be  covered  in  coming  EIS's. 


.Given  full  scale  development  of  the  MX  system,  what  will  bo  the  effect 
on  nuclear  warhead  (and  related  devices)  manufacture,  transportation 
of  weapons  grade  nuclear  materials,  and  production  of  radioactive  wastes? 


.Transportation  of  the  MX  weapons  between  sites  should  be  clearly  delineated 
since  most  existing  highways  appear  Incapable  of  sustaining  the  extreme 
weight  of  the  weapons  carrying  vehicle. 


.The  White  Sands  basing  mode  area  appears  to  cover  the  only  Hew  Mexico 
area  suitable  for  growth  of  the  guayule  (Parthenlum  argentatum)  plant, 
from  which  commercial  grade  rubber  may  be  extracted.  Other  suitable 
areas  in  California  and  Arizona  may  also  be  Impacted  by  the  MX.  This 
should  be  explored  in  the  EIS  process. 
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•Portions  of  the  West  Texas  basing  mode  area  appear  to  bracket  the 
Department  of  Energy's  proposed  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Plant  project 
neat  Carlsbad,  New  Mexico.  If  WIPP  and  MX  were  built  in  close 
proximity,  what  would  be  the  result  of  a nearby  explosion  from  either 
Russian  ICBK  or  accidental  detonation  of  an  MX? 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DEIS. 


Sincerely, 


<<f^k  M.  Mobley 
Planning  Bureau 


JMM:rr 


VI 


2-64  Public  Conments 


NEW  MEXICO  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 
NOTICE  OF  APPLICATION  RECEIPT 


MIS^ 


STATE  PLANNING  OFFICE 

WVMMWC  Sa5D0.Ci|W.G»«S.iMi.«  J.nrAfo4.m 

State  riamlai  Officar  Saatt  Fa,  Naw  Mtiko  tT501  Oiwataoa 

(sosytn.teii 


TO:  Department  of  the  Air  Force  DATE:  July  27,  1978 

Office  of  the  Assistance  Secretary 
Washington,  DC  20330 

ATTN:  Carlos  Stem 


FROM:  New  Mexico  Stale  CI«arin|hotiat 

SUBJECT:  Notice  of  Receipt  of  AppUcalioii  for  Review 

Frt^t  Title:  MX  Milestone  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
KetlerW  Funiliiig  Agency:  Dept,  of  the  Air  Force 

We  have  received  your: 

__  Noldicalioii  of  Inlanl,  •eviaw  wiU  be  oompkiad  when  applicalioa  it  racckad. 

__  PirappUcation 

Y Applkalnn,  and  review  of  tbepiojacl  baibeen  iaitblad. 

FJS,  and  review  hat  been  Initialad. 


You  may  expect  noliriealion  of  review  eomplelion  by: 


oa.ao-ifc. 

Dale 


STATE  APPLICATION  ID  (SAI)  NO.  79  07  1 086 

has  been  aidigiird  to  your  project.  This  ntimlrer  must  be: 

A.  Filled  ill  on  Application  for  Federal  Assivtance  form  SF424  in  Space  3a. 
II.  Cited  in  all  future  cortes|iomlenec  on  this  project. 


Your  Clearinghouse  ronlarl  U: 


Kate  Wickes 


Your  applicaiion  packape  should  also  be  submitted  to  the  Clearinghouse  checked : 


Y 

■ State  Claaringhouie 

SIRC 

MACOG 


NCNMEDD 

MRCCOG 

EPCOG 


SWNMCOR 

SENMEOD 

SRGCtX; 


Sec  other  side  for  tiamen  and  addres.o's  of  the  Clearinghouses. 


Thank  You. 
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NEW  MEXICO  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 


REVIEW  CERTIFICATION 


STATE  TLANNINC  OFFICE 
SOS  Do*  laildiiv 

StnUFt.NtwMtxko  1750} 

(50S)U7-2C7} 

TO:  Department  of  the  Air  Force  DATE:  August  15,  1978 

Office  of  the  Assistance  Secretary 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Att;  Carlos  Stern 


MIS-5 


JmyApod^ca 

Govnnor 


SUBJECT:  Review  of  SAI  No.:  79  07  1 086 


REVIEW  ACTION  ON: 

_ Fl^«ppUc>tion 
JL  Ffaul  Applioillon 

Suie/AtMPkn 

_ HS 


TYPE  FUNDS: 

— Gnat 
_ Lain 

Stile  IlMk 

_ Stile  Appiopiiiilon 
Stile  FendiOnly 


PROJECTTlTtE:  MX  Milestone  II  Draft  Environmental  Impac|t 
Statement 


AppFcHl: 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 


SOURCE  OF  FUNDS  REQUESTED 
FeSenlAfncy:  Dept,  of  the  Air  Force 
FedeniProiram Title:  Department  of  Defense 

FedmlCitilOfNo.:  00950 
Stele  Aiency: 

Fandi  Requmed:  S Federal  I 


-Stile 


REVIEW  RESULTS 

The  Applieition  ii  Mpported. 

— Uie  Applicatioii  ii  not  in  ctMflkl  with  State,  AieiwMe,  or  Local  fbu. 

Conimeato  are  aWacheJ  for  mihmiiiitm  wilh  Ihii  applkalion. 

The  Applkatioa  haa  no  review  nquinmente.  Thanh  yon,  however,  for  provMnqt  thii  eoniteay  infotmalion. 


You  mty  now  lubmit  your  Application  package,  MIS-S  and  all  review  comments  to  the  Federal 
or  State  Agency(s)  from  whom  action  is  being  requested. 

Please  notify  the  State  Clearinghouse  of  any  changes  in  this  project.  Refer  to  the  SAI  number  on 
ALL  correspondence  pertaining  to  this  project. 


DDC 


(tiu 


TMkaMinet,  Slate  Planning  Offn 
JUDI  ROSS 
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STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 


GRANT  AWARD  NOTIFICATION  

MlS-7 


JUDI  ROSS 
State  PtoniUng  Officer 


STATE  PLANNING  OFFICE 
505  Don  Oeifar,  Gtm  tuUding 

Sanu  Fe.  New  Mexfco  07505  Apo<k<a 

(505)  027-2075  Covetnot 


TO;  SUte  Ctearinghouafe  DATE:  August  15>  1978 

State  Plaiifitiii  Office 
SOS  OoA  Gaapar.  Greer  Building 
Santa  Fe.  New  Mexico  S7S03 


FROM:  Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Office  of  the  Assistance  Secretary 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 


(^mp)ete  and  return  this  form  to  the  State  Clearin^ouse  upon  receipt  of  federal  action. 


STATE  APPLICATION  IDENTIFIER  (SAI):  79  07  1 086 


TYPE  FUNDS: 

.1^  Gran| 

— Loan 
_ State  Block 
....  State  Appropriation 
— State  Funda  Only 


Appiicni:  Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Ptoi«tThfe:MX  Milestone  II  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statejnent 

P«knlCami0|N0.:  00950 

State  A0ency: 


Fundi  Requfited: 


.Federal 


.SUIe 


ACTION 


.^Grant  Funded  II  Submitted  _Grtnt  Amount  Increaied  ...^G^nt  Amount  Decreaied  ..application  Cancelled 


Effective  Dale  of  Grant 
Starting  Date  of  Grant 
Ending  Data  of  Grant 
Duratior.  of  Grant 


IF  APPLICATION  FUNDED 


Mo.  Day  Yr. 


Monthi 


Federal  iaiic  Amount  S. 
Federal  Sttpp.  Amount  $, 
State  Contribution  0. 

Local  ContHbulion  I. 

Other  Contribution  $. 

TOTAL  S 


Authoriied  5{fMfiire/or  Project  Application 
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COMMONWEALTH' OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
GOVERNOR'S  OFFICE 
OFFICE  OF  THE  BUDGET 

HARRISBURG,  PA.  17120 
P.O.  Box  1323 

August  1,  1978 


Carlos  Sterni  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretairy 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 


Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

We  have  received  from  your  Office  a copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Inpact  Statement  entitled  MX?  Milestone  II. 

Please  be  advised  that  we  do  not  desire  to  review  and  comment  upon 
this  Draft  EIS. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


l(ichard  A.  TA<ii/sL,  Supervisor 
Pennsylvania  State  Clearinghouse 


RAH:ar 


cc;  File  (2) 
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County  - Cities 

ARea  punninq  Council  I 

i 

1 306  Santa  Barbara  Stratt  ^ 

S*nM  BaibMt,  C«l.  93101  ! 

(106)966-1611  I 

August  25,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(SAf/MIQ) 

Pentagon 

Washington,  DC  20330 
Dear  Sir: 


RE:  Conments  on  Draft  SIS,  Milestone  2,  MX,  Missle 
Flight  Testing,  Vol.  Ill 

1.  Figures  2-3,^  2-4,  2-5  Existing  Land  Use,  What  are  I2-36 

dates  and  sources  of  information?  1 

2.  Page  I I 1-322.  I question  whether  many  of  the  new  MX 

jobs  would  go  to  those  currently  unemployed  in  the  2-37 

county.  The  report  draws  no  relationship  between  specific 
MX  skill  requirements  and  skill  availability.  In  conver- 
sations with  the  City  of  Santa  Barbara  (Mr.  Bob  Puddicombe, 

City  of  Santa  Barbara)  regarding  construction  of  its 
sewerage  treatment  plant,  I found  that  most  unskilled 
labor  tended  to  be  local,  but  nearly  all  skilled  labor, 
e.g,,  plumbers  and  electricians,  were  from  outside  the 
county.  This  was  for  a relatively  small  project  compared 
to  MX,  LNG,  and  space  shuttle. 

Furthermore,  If  employed  persons  choose  to  quit  existing 
jobs  for  higher  paying  MX,  space  shuttle  jobs,  these  jobs 
would  probably  be  filled  by  Inmigrants.  The  following 

2-38 
2-39 
2-40 


3.  Page  III-324,  The  figures  referred  to  in  paragraph  1, 
represent  a worst  case  scenario.  "On  or  off  parking 
areas  for  75  to  100  recreational  vehicles  will  be 
sufficient  to  offset  the  increase  in  demand  for  housing 


questions  result;  1;  wnat  is  tne  relationship  oetween 
MX  skill  requirements  (listed  on  pp.  47-50)  and  expected 
availability?  2)  Could  "job  hopping"  induce  immigration 
and  shoiJldn't  this  be  noted?  3)  Are  your  employment 
projections  regarding  origin  of  workers  a "worst  case" 

Qi^PHaH  ft? 
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of  this  type."  Recreational  vehicles  is  ill  defined.  Does  this 
mean  recreational  vehicles  and/or  mobile  homes?  It  should  be  noted 
that  extensive  services  would  be  required,  e.g.,  water  supply  and 
sewerage  disposal  for  these  "parking  areas." 

4.  Generally,  the  section  dealing  with  mitigation  of  housing  for 
transient  workers  is  inadequate.  I suggest  that  due  to  a poten- 
tially "severe"  housing  impact,  more  emphasis  must  be  placed  on 
recoimiendi ng  specific  mitigation  measures. 

5.  The  multipliers  you  utilized  to  calculate  indirect  employment  appear 
low.  A General  Research  Corporation  report  entitled  "Forecasting 
Occupational  Opportunities:  Quantitative  Procedures  and  A Case 
Study  of  Santa  Barbara  County,"  1972,  calculated  multipliers  for 
the  South  Coast  of  Santa  Barbara  County. at  4.25  for  manufacturing, 
5.2  for  business  services.  Although  I do  not  suggest  these  numbers 
will  directly  apply  to  North  County,  it  suggests  your  figures  may 

be  too  low. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  I trust  the  significant 
issue  of  the  potential  impact  on  the  housing  market  will  be  given 
additional  consideration. 


Sincerely, 

I 


Michael  G.  Powers 
Associate  Area  Planner 


MGP:wh 
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COUIITU  OP  SflnTB  BflTJBflHfl 


ALICRT  F.  REYNOLDS 
DirMtor 

10S  I.  ARAMmu  St. 
S«ntA  •arbAr*.  CAllf.  ISIOt 
TtlAllhORA  SSt«1S1 1 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESOURCES 

Septenter  5,  1978 


Carlos  Stem,  Ph.D. 

D^uty  for  Environnent  & Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Itoroe 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stem: 

Various  dqartments  of  the  Cbuvty  of  Santa  Barfjara  are  still  reviewing  the  EEIS 
on  l€i  Milestone  II. 

the  County  Board  of  Sipervisors  voted  on  Septentoer  5,  1978,  to  request  a three- 
week  time  extension  for  corpletion  and  foivarding  of  our  coiments  to  the  Mr 
Poroe.  We  would  greatly  appreciate  the  extra  time  to  cotment  on  a project  of 
such  significance  to  this  County. 

Per  our  teleoon  on  9/5/78,  I understand  that  9/22/78  is  your  working  deadly  for 
contents.  This  office  will  be  forwarding  the  oooroinated  County  oomnents  informally 
in  an  attenpt  to  meet  that  deadline. 

Sincerely, 


AFR:bh 

cc:  Larry  Molnar 


Albe»  t F.  Reynolds 
Director 
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ALMRT  F.  RCYNOLOt 
Oirtctor 


101  C.  AniMmuSI. 
S«rU  UrUtM,  CAMf.tliei 


DEPARTMENT  OF  BJVIRONMENTAL  RESOURCES 


I September  19,  1978 

TO:  A1  McCurdy,  Environmental  Specialist 

FROM:  Gil  LaFreniere,  Environmental  Geologist 


Water  demands  generated  by  the  proposed  Missile  X Flight  Testing  project 
are  described  in  Volume  III  of  the  DEIS  on  pp.  Ill  - 240  and  III  - 249, 
Direct  short-term  water  supply  requirements  for  construction  are  slight, 
amounting  to  about  IS  acre-feet.  The  water  demand  created  by  a work 
force  of  approximately  580  persons  is  indicated  at  about  100  acre-feet 
per  year  for  uses  "required  for  the  personnel  at  the  site  and  for  the 
sanitary  waste  disposal  facilities."  (p.  Ill  - 249)  It  is  then  con- 
cluded that  there  is  a sufficient  water  supply  available  from  ground- 
water  sources  on  Vandenberg  base  to  meet  these  small  demands.  However, 
the  much  larger  demand  associated  with  the  domestic  needs  of  580 
directly  employed  persons  and  825  - 875  additional  indirectly  created 
jobs  (p.  Ill  - 338)  is  not  made  clear.  On  page  111  - 339,  Table  3-37, 
the  housing  demand  related  to  Missile  X is  estimated  at  840  - 990  units. 
Applying  an  average  demand  figure  of  .4  acre-feet  per  unit  for  an 
averaged  estimated  915  units,  the  secondary  project-related  water  demand 
Would  amount  to  366  acre-feet  per  year.  Rost  of  the  North  county  demands 
would  be  met  from  the  overdrafted  Lompoc,  Santa  Maria  and  Santa  Ynez 
upland  ground-water  basins,  while  smaller  demands  from  South  coast 
basins  would  increase  overdraft  in  the  Goleta  ground-water  basin  and 
increase  demands  upon  the  Montecito  and  Carpinteria  basins,  which  are 
at  or  near  full  utilization  of  safe  yield. 

The  breakdown  of  increased  municipal  and  industrial  water  demands  by 
county  areas  on  pp.  Ill  - 359  and  III  - 360  indicates  that  these  are 
MX  construction-related  water  demand  in  1981...."  These  numbers  are 
not  shown  to  be  related  to  the  water  demand  of  approximately  840  - 
990  housing  units  (366  acre-feet  per  year)  which  can  be  inferred  from 
the  housing  demand  estimates  given  on  page  III  - 339.  Are  they  meant 
to  be  related?  If  so,  the  relationship  is  certainly  inclear. 

In  summary,  i^  would  appear  that  on-site,  job-related  water  demand  for 
the  MX  project  amounts  to  about  100  acre-feet  per  year  (p.  Ill  - 249) 
and  secondary  housing  related  water  demands  amount  to  about  366  acre- 
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feet  per  year  (demand  of  840  - 990  units).  Thus,  total  water  demand 
associated,  primarily  and  secondarily,  with  the  project  would  appear 
to  be  approximately  466  acre-feot  per  year.  Once  houses  are  constructed 
to  meet  the  needs  of  direct  and  indirect  project-related  employees, 
water  demand  will  continue  as  project  personnel  are  displaced  by  new 
residents.  Therefore,  the  secondary  water  demands  must  be  considered 
as  long-term  and  growth-inducing. 


2-44 (cont) 


GrL:bh 


Gilbert  r.  LaFreniere 
Environmental  Geologist 
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September  21,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  safety 
SAF/MIQ 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 

of  the  Air  Force 

Pentagon,  Washington  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 


The  County's  comments  on  the  MX  DEIS  are  enclosed  for  your  review. 

We  were  instructed  by  Mr.  Chuck  Bullock  to  deliver  them  directly 
to  H.D.R.  here  in  Santa  Barbara,  which  we  did  today.  As  I was  unable 
to  speak  with  you  I would  like  to  add  some  concerns  to  the  package 
delivered  to  H.D.R. ; these  concern  the  cumulative  impact  of  potential 
air  emissions  and  water  and  housing  calculations. 


Potential  changes  in  oxidant  concentrations  were  not  modeled.  This 
aspect  is  of  critical  importance  in  the  context  of  the  environmental 
process  (DEIS)  dut  to  the  stated  requirement  to  focus  on  those  project 
attributes  which  have  the  potential  to  reach  and/or  exceed  an  environ- 
mental threshold.  Modeling  may  be  the  best  means  available  to  quantify 
the  answer  to  whether  the  County  will  meet  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standard  for  ozone  in  the  1980 's.  A recent  report  on  projected 
Santa  Barbara  County  air  emissions  indicate  non-attainment  for  these 
years  (ERT  June  1978). 


2 


Population  increases  caused  by  the  project  are  not  well  specified. 

Perhaps  there  is  some  reluctance  on  my  part  to  merely  accept  these 
and  the  housing  projections  because  in  the  recent  past,  the  LN6 
Envii’onmental  Impact  Report  by  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
substantially  r^-vised  upward  both  of  these  impact  categories  from  the 
Draft  to  the  Final  and  the  same  rela-cionship  exists  between  the  Space 
Shuttle  FEIS  and  the  MX  document,  DEIS.  Some  clarification  of  the 
issues  would  be  helpful.  Whether  these  projections  include  estimates 
of  inflation  possibilities  in  the  ultimately  approved  and  implemented 
size  of  the  Program  should  also  be  presented. 


2 
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i 

I Thank  you  for  extending  the  comment  period  for  this  document. 

Sincerely , 

Albert  F.  Reynolds 
Director 


AFR:AJM:bh 

enc. 
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COUNTY  OF  SANTA  BARBARA  • HEALTH  CARE  SERVICES 
AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL  DISTRICT 

4440  CALLC  ftlAL.  SANTA  OAAOAAA.  CALIPOANiA  fit  10  • PHONG  (tOS)  »t4<4SS« 


LAWACNCe  HANT,  M.O..  M.P.H. 


31  August  1978 


JOHN  B.  CNQUISH 

OiRGCTOR.  AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL 


Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D., 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAP/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Pentagon, 

Washington,  D.  C. , 20330 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on 
MX:  Milestone  II 


Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

The  Santa  Barbara  County  Air  Pollution  Control  District  has  re- 
viewed the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
MX:  Milestone  II  to  be  located  at  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base, 
California  and  would  lilce  to  offer  the  following  comments  re- 
lating to  air  quality. 

1'  In  modelling  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emissions,  as  was  done 
in  Section  3. 2. 2. 4,  this  District  would  be  most  interested 
in  modelling  results  showing  the  combination  of  the  MX 
project  and  the  Space  Shuttle  project  and  the  impact  on 
air  quality  standards.  The  DEIS  contained  modelling 
data  for  only  the  base  case  and  the  MX  project.  Also, 
Figures  3-7  and  3-8  should  include  a notation  to  desig- 
nate whether  concentrations  are  in  parts  per  million 
(ppm)  or  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

2)  Mitigation  measures  (Section  5. 2. 1.6)  should  be  discussed 
in  more  detail.  Such  measures  as  use  of  water  or  chemical 
dust  suppressants  during  earth  moving  activities,  paving 
all  roads  and  par)«ing  areas  and,  most  importantly,  the 
formation  and  sponsorship  of  van  and/or  carpools  to 
transport  construction  and  operation  personnel  to  the 

job  site  from  their  origin,  (Santa  Maria,  Lompoc,  Santa 
Ynez  Valley,  Santa  Barbara). 

3)  There  appears  to  be  a lack  of  discussion  on  construction 
phase  particulate  emissions  and  the  effect  it  will  have 
on  the  Lompoc  and  Santa  Maria  areas  in  relation  to  the 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard.  It  must  be  kept 
in  mind  that  these  areas  have  been  designated  by  the  U.  S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  as  non-attainment  areas 
for  particulates. 
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Dr.  Carlos  Stern,  cont. 


31  August  1978 


4)  Any  article,  machine,  equipment  or  other  contrivance, 

(ie. , boilers,  asphalt  or  concrete  batch  plants,  paint 
spray  booths,  degreasers,  etc.),  which  may  cause  the 
issuance  of  air  contaminants  will  be  required  to  apply 
for  Permits  to  Operate  from  this  District  and  observe 
all  Rules  and  Regulations  of  the  Santa  Barbara  County 
Air  Pollution  Control  District. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  these  documents  and  offer 
our  comments.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments 
or  the  requirements  of  the  APCD,  please  contact  Keith  Duval, 

Air  Pollution  Engineer,  at  (805)  964-8658. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Lawrence  Hart,  M.  D.,M.P.H. 

Air  Pollution  Control  Officer 
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John  B.  English,  Director 
Air  Pollution  Control 
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LAWKCNCC  HAKT,  M.O.,  M.A.H. 
OmCCTOK 


COUNTY  OF  SANTA  BARBARA  • HEALTH  CARE  SERVICES 
AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL  DISTRICT 


««««eAI.LIIIC*L.tANTA*AlllAIIA,CAUFOIINIA  lit  10  • PHONC  (001)  0 ««-0>S0 


September  21,  1978 


JOHNS,  ENGLISH 

DIRECTOR,  AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL 


TO: 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


.MEMORANDUM 

Albert  F.  Reynolds,  Director 
Department  of  Environmental  Resources 

John  B.  English 

Director,  Air  Pollution  Control 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on 
MX : Mi lestor.e  II 


The  Santa  Barbara  County  Air  Pollution  Control  District  has  reviewed  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  MX:  Milestone  II  to 
be  located  at  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California  and  would  lilce  to 
offer  the  following  comments  relating  to  air  quality. 


1)  In  modelling  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emissions,  as  was  done  in 
Section  3. 2. 2. 4,  this.  District  would  be  most  interested  in 
modelling  results  showing  the  combination  of  the  MX  project 
and  the  Space  Shuttle  project  and  the  impact  on  air  quality 
standards.  The  DEIS  contained  modelling  data  for  only  the  base 
case  and  the  MX  project.  Also,  figures  3-7  and  3-8  should  in- 
clude a notation  to  designate  whether  concentrations  are  in 
parts  per  million  (ppm)  or  micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 


2) 


The  DEIS  should  contain  a section  pertaining  to  oxidant  model- 
ling for  the  construction  phase  and  operation  phase.  During 
construction,  hydrocarbon  (HC)  emission  may  increase  up  to  19.7 
tons  per  year  and  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOy)  emissions  may  increase 
up  to  31.6  tons  per  year.  In  the  Vandenberg  area,  this  relates 
to  a 4.1  percent  increase  for  HC  and  a 9.7  percent  increase 
for  NOj,.  There  is  a lack  of  quantitative  data  for  the  opera- 
tions phase  emissions  to  make  a comparison  with  existing 
emissions. 
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3)  Mitigation  measures  (Section  5. 2. 1.6)  should  be  discussed  in 
more  detail.  Such  measures  as  use  of  water  or  chemical  dust 
suppressants  during  earth  moving  activities,  paving  all  roads 
and  parking  areas  and,  most  importantly,  the  formation  and 
sponsorship  of  van  and/or  carpools  to  transport  construction 
and  operation  personnel  to  the  job  site  from  their  origin, 
(Santa  Maria,  Lompoc,  Santa  Ynez  Valley,  Santa  Barbara) . 
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Albert  F.  Reynolds 
September  21,  1978 
Page  2 


4)  There  appears  to  be  a lack  of  discussion  on  construction  phase 
particulate  emissions  and  the  effect  it  will  have  on  the  Lompoc 
and  Santa  Maria  areas  in  relation  to  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standard.  It  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  these  areas 
have  been  designated  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
as  non-attainment  areas  for  particulates. 

5)  Any  article,  machine,  equipment  or  other  contrivance,  (i.e., 
biolers,  asphalt  or  concrete  batch  plants,  paint  spray  booths, 
degreasers,  etc.),  which  may  cause  the  issuance  of  air  con- 
taminants will  be  required  to  apply  for  Permits  to  Operate 
from  this  District  and  observe  all  Rules  and  Regulations  of 
the  Santa  Barbara  County  Air  Pollution  Control  District. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  these  documents  and  offer  our 
comments.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments  or  the  re- 
quirements of  the  APCD,  please  contact  Keith  Duval,  Air  Pollution 
Engineer,  at  964-8658. 


< 


John  B.  English 


JBE:KD: ja 
Enc:  Time  Sheet 
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COUnTU  OP  S JITlTfl 

CJI  LIPORTlIfl 


ENGINEERING  SUtLOING 
123  E.  An«p4mu  St. 
SANTA  BARBARA 
CALIFORNIA  93101 
<805)  966-1611 


DEPARTMENT  OK  PLANNING 
August  30,  1978 


BRITT  A.  JOHNSON 
Planning  Oir«clor 

PAUL  W.  WACK 
AMlitant  Planning  Oiracior 


MEMO  TO  : Albert  McCurdy,  Environmental  Specialist  II 


FROM  : Kenneth  Reinertson,  Planner  II 


jcfiy 


SUBJECT  ; MX  Missile  OEIS 


Please  include  the  following  comments  and  questions  in  your  response 
to  the  Air  Force  on  the  subject  document: 


1.  There  is  no  discussion  o,  public  safety  as  it  is  affected  by 
transport  of  missile  components  through  populated  areas.  What 
is  the  danger,  if  any,  of  propellant  ignition  or  explosion  in 
an  accident  (e.g.,  train  derailment,  truck  collision). 


2.  While  the  growth  inducing  Impacts  of  the  combined  projects  are 
discussed,  several  questions  remain  unanswered.  What  is  the 
potential  for  the  newly  created  job  opportunities  to  attract 
more  people  than  there  are  jobs  to  employ  them  (as  occurred  when 
construction  of  the  Alaskan  pipeline  was  announced,  for  example)? 
What  mitigation  measures  are  proposed  to  lessen  the  impact  of 
the  sudden  increase  in  housing  demand?  Can  action  be  taken  to 
ensure  that  the  space  shuttle  and  MX  do  not  "peak"  at  the  same 
time?  As  these  programs  are  eventually  phased  out,  what  will 

the  effect  be  on  the  additional  residential,  commercial,  and 
industrial  space  that  was  expanded  because  of  them? 

3.  Energy  consumption  by  the  MX  project  alone,  for  the  LNG,  space 
shuttle  and  MX  projects  cumulatively,  and  for  the  resulting  direct 
and  indirect  population  associated  with  these  projects,  should  be 
analyzed  and  mitigation  measures  should  be  proposed. 
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COUNTY  OF  SAN'iA  BARBARA 


CALIFORNIA 


Department  of  Transportation 


LILANft  n.  STiVAM 

oisccrM  Of  laANi^oautiox 
SOAO  COMMiSS'OnCA 


count  House.  SANTA  BANdAMA.  CALIFORNIA  9SIOI 
TCLCPNONe  ISOS)  96«-ICil 

H.R.  CALLAHAN 

assistant  OtACCTOR  OF  TAANSMRTAIiON 
assistant  AOAO  COMtiSSiONCA 


MEMORANDUM 
September  6,  1978 


TO:  Albert  F.  Reynolds 

FROM:  W,  G.  Manchen 


I )r  ’iy. 

r>i«  ^ 
i/> 


SUBJECTS  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
MX  : Milestone  II 


We  have  reviewed  the  above  document  and  find  that  the  potential 
impact  on  the  County  road  network  is  adequately  covered  by  the 
statement  in  Volume  I,  "Increased  populations  will  place  some 
added  strain  on  housing  and  road  networks".  Roadway  capacity 
and  traffic  safety  should  not  be  seriously  affected  by  this  pro- 
gram, although  significant  changes  in  other  VAFB  programs,  notably 
the  Space  Shuttle,  in  combination  with  this  program  may  result  in 
localized  traffic  congestion  and  safety  problems  for  which  miti- 
gating measures  would  be  desirable. 


el 


MHN  MABD9CX  HAXOIO  L-t-UXBr  M.  KEITN  FMNXLIN  (OIIOON  K.  (IMf 

MAINTtNANCE  INBINtlX  iENIOR  DfEltN  INtlUnil  TRAN'iFOXTATION  PlANNIKE  EMINEEE  CONITAUCTION  ENEINEEK 

(.031  Ptr.P}')  (#031  HA-'AI  fi03)Ht.ltll  (•03J  3«3.33i3 
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KENNETH  SCHEIERMAN 
Strattan  30136 

ObUOLAS  U HILLMAN 
Burlington  10107 

* RALPH  A.  CONRAD 
PlagUr  10115 


BOAR^^^OF: 


ONERS 


IVA  GROSS 
Clark 


Matt  Pint  Working  Day  of 
Tht  Month  and  Tuatday  of 
Tht  Poliowing  Wtak 


?«ptembsr  6,  1978 


teputy  for  Environreant  and  Safety 

OfKca  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF-MIQ) 

Washington j D.  C.  20330 


Dear  Sir: 


V/e^  the  Board  of  County  Conunlssloners  of  Kit  Carson  County, 
Colorado,  have  just  recently  heard  that  you  are  proposing 
to  use  this  area  as  one  of  your  MX  Missile  Base  Sites. 


It  is  extremely  difficult  for  us  to  see  why  you  would  even 
consider  taking  prime  agricultux^al  land  such  as  we  have  in 
:hi3  area  for  such  a proposal,  7ou  would  be  asking  us  to 
sacrifice  one  of  our  most  valued  resources  which  is  food. 
This  project  would  eliminate  soma  of  the  most  productive 
farm  land  in  this  country,  as  well  as  elsminating  several 
communities , 

Would  it  not  be  more  sensible  to  go  to  a location  where 
you  wouldn't  be  wasting  good  productive  land?  Think  about 
it,  there  are  a lot  of  people  in  this  world  to  feed,  and 
if  you  eliminate  good  farm  land  such  as  this  area,  people 
may  go  hungry. 


Why  was  your  news  release  put  out,  and  the  public  given 
such  a short  time  in  order  to  resnond  or  nrotest?  Where 
is  our  freedom  anyrmo«’e?  The  ‘government  is  rradua'.ly 
taking  over. 
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We,  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  Kit  Carson  County, 
Colorado  plead  with  you  to  take  a second  look  at  this 
proposed  site  in  Eastern  Colorado,  and  urge  you  to  consider 
another  site  for  the  MX  Missile  Bfsse  that  is  less  productive. 


RACiig 


Sincerely  yours, 

Board  of  County  Coreiiss  Loners 


3y  /■ 

?.alph  A,  Conrad,  Chairman" 
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■Santa  ‘Barbara  County  lOater  Agency 


BOARD  OF  OfRlCIORS 
HARRELL  FLETCHER. C»-.-r  !•» 

?>.»«*!  I 

ROBERT  L.  HEOLUNU 

DAVID  YAGER 

ROBERT  C.  KALlMAN 
S»<o » B » 

WILLIAM  Q.  WALLACE 


HOWARD  C.  MCNZCL 
« Hin'y  C'e'h 
.M>d  < K-0(f«.«*»Cictk 

C ou'ilv  Agency 

Ptf*  Id/  Ei<d9. 

tO'>  lAH  AnjDJdiu  ‘»tiect 
'>An*A  Ui'bJlA.CAlil  9)101 


CHARLES  H.  LAWRANCe 

v>»t  JA» 

ADMlNiSTRATlOV  OUUOING 
lOS  r,  Aoooa-*  > f ri««i 
S*ni»  Cd'if  9310t 

Tel.  eost  ontMriii 


August  29,  1978 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAP/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Mr.  Sterns 

In  response  to  your  request  for  review  and  comment  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  MX:  Milestone  II, 
we  are  enclosing  copies  of  pages  111-64.  III-134-135, 
I1I-137-139  and  III-384  of  the  Draft  EIS.  The  comments 
attempt  to  clarify  water  resources  data  obtained  through 
Water  Agency  Reports  and  are  written  adjacent  to  the  indi- 
vidual sections  on  the  enclosed  copies. 

If  further  review  or  clarification  is  required,  please 
contact  the  Water  A.gency  at  the  above  address. 

Very  truly  yours, 

SANTA  BARBARA  COUNTY  WATER  AGENCY 


LGSslh 

Atts. 


.0 

LARRY  QU  SKINNER 


Planning  Technician 
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Palentoloqy.  Many  t.tarlne  fossils  have  been  observed  and/or 
collected  in  the  Santa  Maria  district  from  at  least  263  localities  and 
catalogued  by  Hoodring  and  Bramlette  (1950) . Few  vertebrate  fossils 
have  been  found.  Only  a small  number  of  the  localities  are  on  the  base 
and  none  coincides  with  the  candidate  siting  areas. 


Hydrology  (1.2. 2. 1.3) 


Surface  Water  Hydrology.  Surface  drainages  in  the  Vandenberg  area 
generally  trend  from  east  to  west.  Most  surface  water  in  the  area  occurs 
in  the  form  of  streams;  however,  several  small  ponds  and  lakes  are  also 
found  along  the  depressions  of  old  drainage  courses  on  the  base.  The 
Santa  Ynez  Pdver  and  San  Antonio  Creek  are  the  largest  drainages  crossing 
Vandenberg  and  collect  most  of  the  seasonal  runoff  from  this  area  in 
addition  to  carrying  runoff  from  the  higher,  interior  drainage  basins. 

In  addition  to  these  streams,  numerous  smaller  creeks,  such  as  Shuman 
Canyon  and  Caflada  Honda,  flow  directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  from  other 
portions  of  the  base.  Figure  1-20  presents  the  potential  for  flooding  in 
the  base  environs. 

Groundwater  Hydrology.  In  the  Vandenberg  area,  large  quantities  of 
groundwater  occur  in  the  valleys,  particularly  in  the  Lompoc  Valley  along 
the  Santa  Vnez  River  and  in  the  San  Antonio  Valley  along  the  San  Antonio 
River.  Groundwater  is  also  available  in  the  Lompoc  Terrace  area. 

A river  channel  has  filled  the  bottom  of  the  lompoc  Valley  with 
unconsolidated  deposits  which  have  become  the  primary  aquifer  in  the 
Valley,  significant  quantities  of  water  are  also  withdrawn  from  the  Careaga 
sand. 


Tho  primary  aquifer  in  the  San  Antonio  Valley  is  in  Holocene  deposits; 
water  is  also  produced  from  the  underlying  Paso  Robles  Formation. 

Vandenberg  obtains  its  water  from  wells  in  the  San  Antonio  Valley, 
Lompoc  Valley  and  Lompoc  Terrace.  In  both  the  Lompoc  Valley  and  San 
Antonio  Valley,  groundwater  discharge  exceeds  recharge  and  the  piezometric 
head  in  both  areas  is  being  lowered.  The  total  withdrawal  in  the  San 
^totonio  Valley  is  10,000  acre-feet/year  (12,3  x 10®  m^/yr) , compared  with 
pan  estimated  potential  yield  of  7,000  acre-feet/year  (8.6  x 10®  mVyr)^ 

1 while  the  estimated  potential  yield  is  15,400  acre-feet/year  (1.8  x 10 

In  addition,  the  amount  of  irrigation  usage  relative  to  the  total 
usage  is  declining.  This  results  in  a lower  percentage  of  the  total 
water  used  being  recharged,  thus  further  increasing  the  effects  of  the 
overdraft. 
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111-64  Missile  Flight  Testing 
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Water  Reserves  (1.2.2.3.11).  The  heavy  demand  for  both  domestic 
water  and  irrigation  water  in  Santa  Barbara  County  has  made  water  supply 
one  of  the  most  important  public  issues.  Table  1-29  sumnarizcs  water 
resources  supply  and  demand  characteristics.  Figure  1-36  presents  the 
groundwater  basins  in  Santa  Barbara  County.  The  situation  is  most  criti- 
cal on  the  South  Coast  Basin  where  the  Goleta  Water  Board  is  enforcing 
a moratorium  on  new  hookups  and  the  Monteclto  Water  District  has  insti- 
tuted rationing  measures.  This  shortage  could  conceivably  be  ended  in 
1935  with  the  completion  of  a Coastal  Aqueduct  to  Import  water  from  the 
State  Water  Project.  Santa  Barbara  County  has  entered  into  an  agreement 
witl;  the  state  for  delivery  of  water  in  annual  amounts  up  to  57,700  acre- 
feet  per  year.  "No  growth"  advocates  throughout  the  county  have  campaigned 
for  a delay  in  the  project  while  "growth”  advocates  and  agricultural 
interests  have  pushed  for  early  implementation.  The  South  Coast  area 
is  also  loo)ting  at  alternative  water  sources  including  the  teBpor,ary 
importation  of  Santa  Ynez  groundwater.  However,  such  alternative  solutions 
would  not  relieve  potential  water  problems  in  the  rest  of  the  county. 


Financing  of  a Coastal  Aqueduct  is  a local  controversial  issue. 
Imported  water  would  most  likely  costyconsiderably  more  than  $200  an 

Vr'S  , 


Lake  Cachuma  on  the  Upper  Santa  Ynez  River  supplies 
water  to  the  Santa  Barbara-Goleta  area  and  ground- 
water  recharge  to  the  Santa  Ynez  Valley.  The  lake 
is  designed  for  water  storage  cmd  recreation,  not 
flood  control. 
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.,  Twice  In  the  past  decade  floodwaters  o£  the  Santa 
A(ii^'<‘'' Vnez  River  have  ct'.t  the  main  road  between  North  and 
*'  South  Vandenberg. , Such  river  floods  as  the  one 

above  in  1978  tbrn  an  essentially  dry  river  bed  into 
a 1/2  mi  wide  20  ft  deep  torrent  that  destroys 
bridges,  sewer  lines,  and  road  crossings  in  the  Santa 
Ynez  and  Lompoc  Valleys, 


aore-£t,  as  compared  tol current  costs  of  $100-200  an  acre-f t jfor  resi- 
dential use  andjSSO  an  acre-f t jfor  irrigation  use.”* 

Streams  in  the  area  can  flood  during  heavy  precipitation.  The 
general  slope  of  creek  drainages  contributes  to  rapid  runoff  and  peak 
discharge  to  the  ocean.  However,  little  data  are  available  on  floods 
outside  of  developed  areas.  Recently,  damage  resulted  from  two  Santa 
Ynez  River  floods.  The  first  and  largest  flood  had  a peak  discharge 
of  100,000  cfs  and  the  smaller  subsequent  flood  had  a peak  flow  of 
70,000  cfs.  Floods  of  these  magnitudes  are  rare,  however. 
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In  a special  report,  the  staff  of  the  Santa  Barbara  County  Hater 
Agency  estimated  the  urb'\n  and  agricultural  water  demand  of  the  localities 
in  the  county.  These  estimates  are  given  in  Table  1-30.  Approximately 
75  percent  of  all  water  used  in  the  county  is  for  agriculture.  North 
County  consumes  about  83  percent  of  the  total  county  demand  while  the 
South  Coast  accounts  for  only  17  percent,  Vandenberg's  demand  of  appoxi- 
matoly  5,000  acre-ft/yr  is  less  than  2 percent  of  the  county  total. 


Missile  Flight  Testing  III-137 


VI  - 2 -06 


Public  Comments 


Table  1-30.  Estimated  water  demand  in  Santa  Barbara 

County  in  1975  in  acre-feet  per  year  (af/yr> . 


I/XALITT 

URBAN 

AGRICULTURAL 

TOTAL 

Vundenberg  AFB 

5,000 

— 

5,000 

Lompoc  Valley' 

5,600 

29,200 

35,000 

San  Antonio  Valley' 

400 

10,100 

10,500 

Santa  Maria  Valley 

20,100 

94,400 

1X4,500 

Santa  Ynez  Valley 

3,300 

31,000 

34,200 

South  Coast 

35,000 

13,800 

48,800 

Other  Areas 

400 

31,800 

32,200 

Total  County 

70,000 

210,300 

280,300 

^Excluding  Vandenberg  AFB. 

Source:  Santa  Barbara  Ccunty  Hater  Agency,  1977. 
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In  most  cases  the  total  available  supply  for  the  groundwater  basins 
as  shown  in  Table;  1-29  .-Uid  1-30  are  for  extractions  and  were  calculated 
assuming  overdrafting  to  meet  demands.  Total  available  supply  is  the 
sum  of  the  surface  water  supplies  and  the  groundwater  basin  safe  yields 
for  extraction.  The  estimated  demand  represents  both  agricultural  and 
municipal  and  industrial  demands  by  public  and  private  purveyors.  Supply 
minus  demand  indicates  whether  or  not  adequate  water  will  be  available. 
Positive  numbers  indicate  surpluses,  while  negative  numbers  indicate 
deficits. 

Judging  from  the  overall  difference  between  the  water  supply  and 
demand , it  is  apparent  that  demand  surpasses  supply  by  more  th;L-. 

70,000 |acre-f eet  per  year  (af/yr) . Unless  other  sources  are  introduced 
to  the  region,  the  growth  in  the  region  will  be  limited  by  the  water 
supply  deficit  experienced  in  the  county  as  a whole.  ^ ^ooo? 


The  water  demand  at  Vandenberg  in  1975  was  about  8 , OOO) af/yr.  The 
present  10  wells  ■^^base  arc  adequate  for  present  water  demands.  Tlie 
future  supply  for  some  wells  would  depend  on  the  demands  in  the  rest  of 
the  county,  especially  the  wells  from  the  Loropov  lains  system  which  is 
the  last  downstream  user  of  the  aquifer.  Operation  of  these  wells  in 
boeipoc  Valley  may  be  discontinued  if  the  water  quality  continues  to 
deteriorate  because  of  overdrafting  by  upstream  users. 
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Water  Supply  at  Vandenberg.  Vandenberg's  surface  water  supplies  ■' 
arc  limited  by  seasonal  stream  flow  and  are  not  used  for  domestic  purposive. 
Surface  water  onbase  occurs  in  small  permanent  lakes,  streams,  and  ponds. 
The  five  small  lakes  onbase  which  cover  a combined  area  of  27.3  acres, 
have  a combined  volume  of  slightly  over  200  acre-ft.  They  are:  Punchbowl 
lake  (13.6  acres).  Hod  III  Lake  (3.6  acres),  and  Upper,  Middle,  and  Lower 
Canyon  Lakes. 


fir  C.J. 
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At  Vandenberg,  large  quantities  of  groundwater  occur  on  the  base, 
particularly  in  the  Lompoc  Valley  along  Santa  Ynez  River  and  in  the 
San  Antonio  Valley  along  the  San  Antonio  Creek.  Groundwater  is  also 
available  in  the  Lompoc  Terrace  area.  i \ artz-ect  wfftv, 

The  total  withdrawal  in  the  Sat,  Antonio  Valley  is/'io7oo^acre-ft/yr, 
compared  with  an  estimated  potential  yield  off7,'g00zAcre-tt/yr,  and  the 
total  withdrawal  in  the  Lompoc  Valley  yea  is,.^6t;0D^  acre-ft/yr,  whili^  1‘fOOO 
the  estimated  potential  yield'lsQS^O^  acre-ft^r  (Livingston  and  Blaynei*, 
1974) . In  the  alluvial  aquifer  in  the  Sail  Antonio  Valley  south  of  San 
Antonio  Terrace,  the  water  table  occurs  at  an  approximate  elevation  of 
10  to  30  ft  (Muir,  1964).  The  unconsolidated  deposits  which  fill  the 
bottom  of  the  San  Antonio  Valley  are  river  channel  and  alluvial  deposits 
of  Holocene  age,  underlain  by  the  Paso  Robles  Formation  and  Careaga  sand. 

The (^ir^y- aquifer  in  the  valley  is.  thei^olocci^e' deposits.  Water  is  also 
produced  from”€Ka"(ijiderryihg' Paso  Robles  FormatTon . ■ As  of  1964,  the 
piezometric  surface  (the  maximum  level  to  which  the  water  will  rise)  at 
the  west  end  of  the  San  Antonio  Valley  was  high  enough  to  preclude  salt 
water  encroachment. 


I , 
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^ ^ Water  is  also  being  pumped  from  the  Lompoc  Terrace  from  two  wells  at 
the  combined  rate  of  230  acre-ft/yr  (143  gallons  per  min) . Evenson  ^md 
Killer  (1963)  estimated  that  the  available  storage  of  groundwater  in  the 
Lompoc  Terrace  is  60,000  acre-ft  and  that  the  Lompoc  Terrace  aquifers 
could  sustain  a pumping  rate  of  no  more  than  500  gpm.  Under  present  con- 
ditions, much  of  the  groundwater  recharging  to  the  Lompoc  Terrace  even- 
tually discharges  into  the  aquifers  in  the  Lompoc  Valley  to  the  north. 

^.As  of  1963,  the  piezometric  level  in  the  western  end  of  the  Lompoc  Valley 
had  not  been  reduced  to  a level  where  salt  water  intrusion  could  occur 
/ (Evenson  and  Hiller,  1963) . 

All  of  Vandenberg's  water  supplies  are  pumped  from  groundwater  sources 
via  ten  wells  located  onbase.  The  base  does  not  acquire  any  water  from 
surface  supplies  or  from  contract  sources,  in  terms  of  total  pijmpage,  the 
main  oortiop  of  the  supplyx^^urrentlS  comes  from  the  western  end  of  the 
^ -"Lorpoc  Plain  aquifer  near  the  mouth  of  the  Sa..ta  Ynez  River.  The  next 
• contributing  source  of  water  for  the  base  is  the  |wes~tern  porCori 

of  the  San  Antonio  .a.quifej>'  Finally,  South  Vandenberg  is  'supplied  with 
water  from  the  aquifer  under  the  Lom£)oc  Terraco.  ,/ 
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natural  pattern  of  water  erosion  and  deposition  which  would  be  reflected 
In  changes  In  the  land  surface.  The  Shuman  Canyon  CSA  would  be  affected 
the  most  by  surface  water  erosion  and  alteration  of  drainages. 


Soil  (5.1.25 

Soils  would  be  disturbed,  burled  or  lost  along  trench  alignments 
In  the  areas  of  the  shelters  and  at  the  appurtenant  facilities.  The 
soils  at  Vandenberg  are  subject  to  erosion  if  they  are  not  protected 
and  stabilized  by  vegetation  or  natural  soil  structure.  Areas  where 
the  soil  structure  or  vegetation  are  disturbed  or  removed  by  grading, 
earth  moving  equipment  or  vehicular  traffic  would  be  subjected  to 
Increased  wind  or  water  erosion.  The  stabilized  sand  dunes  which  arc 
present  in  most  of  the  coastal  areas  at  Vandenberg  are  the  most 
rensitive.  Removal  or  disturbance  of  the  root  network  on  dune  sands 
would  expose  all  the  underlying  sand  to  wind  erosion  that  could  cause 
blow-outs  and  reactivation  of  the  dunes. 


Geology  (S.1.3) 

Ground  shaking  during  earthquakes  is  the  only  geologic  effect  that 
cannot  be  avoided.  Some  measure  of  ground  rupture  on  slope  displacement 
could  also  be  expected.  These  effects  can  be  very  adverse  for  earth- 
quakes centered  close  to  any  of  the  proposed  facilities.  The  structures 
and  foundations  can  be  designed  to  withstand  the  design  levels  of  shaking, 
but  some  damage  might  still  occur  and  cause  a temporary  shutdown  of  the 
facilities. 


Water  Quality  (5.1.4) 


Most  Impacts  of  construction  and  missile  test  firing  should  exert 
only  temporary  Impacts  on  the  area's  surface  and  groundwater  quality,  as 
most  areas  will  eventually  revegetate  and  contaminants  will  be  washed 
away  and  diluted  by  seasonal  rainfalls.  Most  of  these  temporary'  impacts 
will  be  unavoidable.  The  impacts  from  sediment  runoff  will  be  mitigated 
by  natural  attenuation  due  to  terrain,  by  minimal  removal  of  surface 
vegetation  during  construction,  by  placement  of  sedimentation  weirs  in 
ditches  and  valleys  leading  to  tributaries  and  permanent  ponds,  and  by 
adoption  of  measurements  promoting  natural  revegetation  of  cleared  areas 
once  construction  is  completed.  Recent  upgrading  of  the  Lompoc  Regional 
Wastewater  Reclamation  Plant  has  effectively  mitigated  expected 
Increased  sewage  loads  due  to  influxes  of  construction  and  operation 
personnel,  thus  preventing  the  potential  for  further  eutrophication  of 
the  ecologically  valuable  lower  Santa  Ynez  River  and  Lagoon.  Increased 
load  to  the  Santa  Maria  Wastewater  Treatment  Facility  will  not  degrade  u -I  ^ f 
ocean  water  Quality  because  of  quick  dilution.  7^|,J  I’v  ■hrut  j “• 

OCfciH  OlUfk/A  > i ‘’i) 

Sf>r^i  crefs.  T^reaseU  /oa,fs 

lo^^l  «.  hw/fi  “*  So.! h . 
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no  HAST  COOK  STRKirr 


805-925-0951 


SAN  I'A  MAKIA,  CAME'OKNIA  934S4 

August  28,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(SAF/MIQ) 

Pentagon,  Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  Sir: 


I have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  MX: 
Milestone  II  project  and  would  like  to  make  the  following  comments: 

1.  There  appears  to  be  a discrepancy  between  statements  made  in  the 
EIS  for  the  Space  Shuttle  and  the  DEIS  for  the  MX  project, 
regarding  the  transient  working  force.  The  shuttle  EIS  states  10 
workers  will  stay  in  Santa  Maria-Orcutt  (Pg.  5-55)  whereas  the 
DEIS  for  the  MX  project  referes  to  20-30  (Pg.  III-323). 

2.  The  demand  for  permanent  housing  in  Santa  Maria-Orcutt  is  estimated 
in  the  Space  Shuttle  EIS  to  be  147  units  (Pg.  5-57).  The  permanent 
housing  demand  is  estimated  to  650-700  in  the  DEIS  (Pg.  III-324). 

There  appears  to  have  been  a dramatic  change  in  the  estimated  impact 
of  the  Space  Shuttle  on  the  North  County  since  the  Shuttle  EIS  was  completed. 
If  this  is  the  case,  it  should  be  identified  in  the  report. 
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Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 


AOA/ml r 


Very  truly  yours, 


X-l 


''[2-r 

A|  AIITPY 

COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  DEPARTMENT 
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South  Plains  Association  of  Governments 


August  18,  1978 


PR£S10EHT 
lEHNW.  THOMPSON 
CouMyJutfQQ 
C«chaa  Ccumy 

1ST  VICE  PftesiDEfri* 
'.leOLlNCAfiPSNTSa 
CouAC(lm«n 
Clijrof  PU(nvl«w 

.NOVICEPRESIOEHT  ' 
AlAN  HENRY 
Counellmin 
City  of  LubDOCk 

tP.OViCEPRESIOEKT 
HENRY  HECK 
Cdunly  Jud0* 
HtHCbunly 

tTHVICSPRSStOEMT 
H,t.  ••StlS.*’  YOUNG 
Cbuoiy  Ju09« 

D(cX«ni  Cogniy 

SECSETAPY 
PAULCARMICKLS 
Miyw  P^9T#m 
Cliyef 

TREASURER 
5SE.'‘JtM**Us.NCASTEP 
Cbvnty  Ccms'iM'Oofr 
lubbock  CcuAiy 

'^•cppicio  member 

CAROLYN JORDAN 
Oily  Ccur>eliwoai«n 
Ciiyot  Lubbock 


Or.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAF/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Pentagon,  V.'ashington,  O.C.  20330 

SUBJECT:  MX-Milestone  II  Missle  System 

Dear  Or.  Stern: 

On  Wednesday,  July  19,  1978,  the  South  Plains  Association  of 
Governments  received  notification  and  your  application  Tor  the 
above“refere.nced  item.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Natural  Resources 
Advisory  Committee  will  meet  at  3:00  p.m.  on  Monday,  August  28, 

1978  in  the  Conference  Room  of  the  South  Plains  Associatio.n  of 
Governments,  1611  Avenue  “M",  Lubbock,  Texas  to  review  your  appli- 
cation. The  aforementioned  co.mmittee  v/ill  forward  a recommendation 
to  the  South  Plains  Association  of  Governments’  Board  of  Directors 
for  their  consideration  at  a later  date  (you  will  be  inrormed  as 
to  the  time  and  place  in  the  near  future). 

We  request  that  a representative  of  your  organization_attend_ 
both  meetings  in  order  to  ansv/er  any  questions  that  might  arise. 

You  should  also  be  notified  that  on  Friday,  August  18,  1978  State 
Application  Identifier  Number  TX  80802006  was  assigned  to  the 
above-mentioned  project.  If,  in  the  future,  you  have  questions 
about  your  application,  please  include  the  SAi  Hu.nber  with  your 
com.munication. 

If  v;e  may  be  of  further  assistance,  do  not  hesitate  to  contact 
this  office. 


S^erely, 


:XECU7IV£  DIRECTOR  J //  / i {/ 

TRUSrf  MAYES 

James  V.  Crider 

Community  Development  Planner 

1611  Ave.M 

ubbock,  Texss  7S40r  JVC:jh 
806-762-8721  | 


An  E^ud  Opponur.iiy  Employer  Through  Affirmative  Action 
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Executive  Director 


Southwest  Nebraska  Council  of  Governments 

P.  0.  Box  126  Phono  308/345-2622 

McCOOK,  NEBRASKA 
69001 


September  1,  1978 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern,  Ph.  D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  & Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Mr.  Stem: 

The  Southwest  Nebraska  Council  of  Governments  has  received  and  reviewed 
a Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  MX:  Milestone  It. 

The  possibilities  of  locating  one  of  the  alternative  base  mode  types  some- 
where In  western  Nebraska, for  deployment  in  the  FSED  stage,  has  stimulated  great 
concern,  consternation  and  opposition  on  the  part  of  the  local  populous  and 
members  of  the  Council  of  Governments. 

The  SWNCOG  General  Assembly  has  directed  me  to  inform  you  that  they  perceive 
the  potential  adverse  environmental  ramifications  of  the  proposed  project  to 
outweigh  any  possible  merit  that  might  result  from  a project  of  the  scale  and 
scope  being  proposed.  It  does  seem  somewhat  ironical  that  a missile  system 
designed  to  protect  people  should  be  so  well  protected  from  the  effects  of  ra- 
diation fallout  to  keep  going  even  though  the  entire  populous  it  is  intending 
to  serve  may  have  been  exterminated. 

I have  enclosed  a couple  of  the  written  comments  submitted  to  this  office, 
to  date,  relative  to  the  MX  project.  Any  additional  information  relative  to 
the  public  briefings  to  be  held  in  this  region  after  Labor  Day  will  be  of  inter- 
est to  this  office.  This  concludes  Regional  Clearinghouse  A-95  Review. 


Sincwely , 

"^Barbara  Klima  ' 
Director 
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1007  First  liast 
McCook,  HE  69001 
August  31,  1978 


Barbara  Klima 
COG  Director 
McCook,  Nebraska 

Dear  Madam: 

The  MX  Missile  should  not  be  located  in  Southwest  Nebraska. 

The  designation  of  "Southern  Great  Plains  Short  and  Mixed 
Grass  Prairie"  is  misleading  as  a description  of  the  entirely 
agricultural  nature  of  this  oart  of  Nebraska.  Dryland  wheat 
and  irrigated  corn  are  grown  on  most  of  the  tillable  acres. 

The  hilly  land  is  used  for  large  numbers  of  beef  cattle  which 
feed  on  the  grass  and  t'^en  are  fed  to  prime  slaughter  state 
in  this  same  geographical  area. 

This  is  a highly  producing  agricultural  area  for  grains, 
cattle  and  ho^s.  These  food  products  supoly  the  tables  of 
tmny  of  our  citisens. 

The  hasards  accompaanying  nuclear  warheads  are  unwanted  in 
Southwest  Nebraska.  We  have  just  been  .nadc  aware  of  an  accident 
in  Wood,  Kansas,  near  Wichita,  Kansas.  An  accident  vdth  an  MX 
Missile  could  be  even  worse. 

I have  no  engineering  background  but  I can  understand  that 
an  enemy  satellite  flvirg  overhead  could  detect  the  one  MX  Missile 
in  one  of  many  "holes".  T^'is  would  demand  anti-detecting  devices 
on  the  coverings  of  all  "holes".  A new  agreement  patterned  after 
SALT  could  set  up  certain  days  vd:en  Russian  satellites  would  fly 
over  the  area  and  the  "holes"  would  be  opened  for  photograbhing 
to  reassure  the  Russians  that  there  was  only  one  MX  Missile  in 
the  "holes".  Then  all  "holes"  would  be  pinpointed  on  Russian 
photographs. 

The  security  is  not  enough,  the  haaards  are  too  numerous. 

It  strikes  me  as  being  too  impractical  for  the  $30  billions  to 
be  spent  with  poor  security  and  plentiful  hasards. 

WIFE  (Women  Involved  in  Farm  Economics)  members  are  asking 
for  hearings  (the  Air  Force  briefings  in  seven  Nebraska  counties 
after  Labor  Day  arc  not  hearings)  in  Ogallala,  Nebraska  and/or 
Sterling  Colorado  and/or  Colby,  Kansas.  These  hearings  must  be 
well  publicised  and  announced  well  in  advance. 

A concerned  citisen, 


. j 


■ / 

■ / ' 
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SOU"hvV6ST  NEW  MEXICO 
COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 

P.  O.  BOX  2157 
21  m N.  BUllARO 
SILVtIt  CITY,  N.M.  S»06l 
388-1974 


DATE  September  1,  1978 

TO:  Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 


IMMHtSi 

couMmti 

Grant 

Uma 

MUNiCIMUTKSi 

Canvol 

PamiAQ 

Caiwmbijft 

Silvar  City 
Urdibi  ff 

Hvrtay 

R*»«rv« 

OIMKICTS: 

CrsAl  NtCD 
Darning  NftCD 
Son  Fron(i»ce  NRCD 
Hidalgo  NtCD 

SCHOOL  DiSTftiCtS: 

Cobra  CanM^Sdotad  S<bonit 
SiWar  ConaalUatad  Scboal* 
Urdibwrg  Mvnkipal  S<bo«U 


FROM:  SOUTHWEST  NEW  MEXICO  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 

SUBJECT:  A-95/Environriiental  Review 

Project  # S61 ^SAI# 

Title  nraft’.  EIA  Impcat  Statement-Dept.  of  Air  Force 

This  letter  indicates  our  concurrence  in  the  no  comment  review 
given  the  above  mentioned  project  by  the  Technical  Review 
Committee  of  the  SWNM  COG. 

The  pertinent  comments  were  duly  adopted  at  our  regular  meeting 

held  Aiigiisi-  31  ■ 1973 , at  Doc  Campbell  Trading 

Post,  Gila  Hot  Springs. . 


JWH/GW/gg 

Enel 


Very  truly  yours. 
Chairman,  SWNM  COG 
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DATE September  1,  i978 


to:  chairman,  members  swnm  cog 

FROM:  CHAIRMAN,  TECHNICAL  REVIEW  COMMITTEE 

Sl'BJECT:  A-95,  EnvlronmenCal  Review 

PROJECT  # 

TITLE  ^*^®*^*'  Impact  Statement-Dept.  of.  Air  Force 

The  attached  A-95/Environmental  Review  was  received  by  the  Technical  Review 

Committee  at  their  meeting  held  August  30,  1978 , at  the  Council  of 

Governments  Office  in  Silver  City. 


The  no- comment.  >^®view ...  adopted  and  recommended  to  the  Southwest  New 
Mexico  Council  of  Governments  for  approval  and  submission  to  the  appropriate 
agency. 

Respectfully  .atrbniitted. 


Lewis  Putnam 
Chairman, 

Technical  Review  Committee 
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STATE  OF  UTAH 

Oj'jice  of  the 

STATE  PLANNING  COORDINATOR 
1 18  State  Caoitol 
Salt  Lake  City.  Utah  84114 
(8011  S33-5246 


September  5,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  & Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Pentagon,  Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Gentlemen: 

The  Utah  State  Environmental  CooriJinating  Committee  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
MX:  Milestone  II.  The  Committee  offers  no  comment. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


Lorayne  Tempest 

Assistant  State  Planning  Coordinate''* 

LT/jb 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  STATE/LOCAL  AGENCIES 


I 


COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


2-1  The  level  at  which  the  present  environmental  analysis  was  done 
was  dictated  by  the  need  to  survey  very  large  areas  of  the 
country  in  an  efficient  manner.  No  attempt  was  made  in  Volume  IV 
to  identify  in  detail  the  earthquake  hazard  at  each  BMCA.  The 
potential  for  the  occurrence  of  earthquakes  was  evaluated  in 
general  for  each  area  and  was  not  found  to  be  a critical  hazard. 
Volume  III  addresses  the  active  system  testing  and  test  locations 
at  Vandenberg  AFB.  There,  seismic  activity  was  investigated 
in  some  detail. 

Mineral  resources,  including  coal,  oil,  gas,  metalic  deposits 
and  other  materials,  were  considered  in  the  basing  mode  com- 
parison areas.  Loss  of  revenue  was  used  as  an  impeot  estimator 
so  that  a roughly  equivalent  comparison  parameter  could  be  used 
to  evaluate  the  areas  concerned.  There  is  no  intention  to  perma- 
nently prevent  access  to  potentially  vital  resources  because 
of  the  existence  of  the  MX  project.  At  present  the  life  of 
the  system  is  relatively  short  in  comparison  to  the  time  during 
which  some  mining  claims  have  historically  been  idle. 

Locations  with  surface  developable  geothermal  resources  would  not 
generally  be  suitable  under  present  screening  criteria  for  MX 
deployment  when  the  thermal  source  is  at  some  depth,  as  is  true 
for  several  of  the  areas.  Development  technology  is  just  now 
being  formulated.  It  will  be  some  time  before  these  methods  are 
practicable  on  a broad  scale  for  economic  extraction  of  geothermal 
energy. 

An  FEIS  for  Deployment  Area  Selection  will  be  prepared  prior  to 
a siting  decision.  Impacts  of  facilities  in  a specified  location 
or  locations  will  be  treated.  Seismic  risks,  impedance  to  devel- 
opment of  natural  resources  (metallics,  non-metallics,  fossil 
fuels  and  geothermal  energy)  and  other  details  will  be  evaluated. 
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2-2  The  comment  is  valid.  The  statement  is  now  replaced  with 
"Areas  with  groundwater  tables  (unconfined  aquifers)  less 
than  50  ft  (15  m)  from  the  surface  were  rejected  from  any 
further  considerations." 


2-3  The  Southwest  is  experiencing  historic  high  levels  of  cement 
consumption.  There  are  many  reasons  for  this  condition,  in- 
cluding several  years  of  dry  winters  (preventing  the  stock- 
piling of  cement  by  manufacturers  during  the  slack  construction 
season) , flooding  last  winter  (that  damaged  some  facilities) , 
a coincidence  of  housing  and  non-housing  post-recession  con- 
struction peaks,  and  slugishness  of  industry  capacity  - virtually 
all  the  years  between  1957  and  1976  - and  in  part  because 
of  the  need  to  invest  in  environmental  controls  and  energy- 
efficient  technology  instead  of  new  capacity) . 

The  confluence  of  all  these  factors  in  the  summer  of  1978  is 
unique.  It  is  extremely  unlikely  that  these  factors  wixl  persist 
unchecked  for  5-10  years  throughout  the  southwest.  Many  other 
resource  constraints  (e.g.,  water  and  eJectric  power)  would  come 
into  play  and  make  such  an  alternative  future  as  nearly  certainly 
impossible  as  one  can  say. 

If  the  MX  system  were  to  be  deployed  in  Arizona,  a decision 
will  not  be  made  until  careful  analysis  of  site-specific 
issues,  such  as  cement,  are  addressed  in  the  deployment  area 
selection  CIS.  That  does  not  mean  that  all  project  cement  would, 
or  should,  be  supplied  by  Arizona  plants.  Any  adverse  regional 
efforts  can  be  mitigated  by  distributing  purchases  over  a wide 
geographic  area  and  absorbing  the  added  transportation  costs  into 
the  cost  of  the  project.  In  this  way,  regional  markets  would  not 
be  disrupted. 


2-4  The  unique  character  of  the  San  Antonio  Creek  least  tern  colonies 
and  habitat  is  appreciated.  Mitigation  measures  and  a discussion 
on  the  potential  impact  of  launch  noise  on  least  tern  breeding 
is  given  in  Volume  III,  Section  3. 1.1. 2. 4 of  the  FEIS. 

Data  are  inclusive  on  the  effects  of  noise  on  wildlife,  particu- 
larly brief,  infrequent  episodes  of  high  intensity  noise  coming 
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at  irregular  intervals.  No  such  studies  have  been  conducted 
at  Vandenberg  during  previous  launches.  The  number  of  launches 
expected  from  MX  testing  and  comparisons  to  past  numbers  are 
discussed  on  p.  III-261  of  the  FEIS.  It  seems  likely  that  the 
combined  total  number  of  launches  during  MX  testing  will  be  lower 
than  in  past  periods.  The  lack  of  specific  data  dealing  with 
launch  associated  noise  on  least  terns  is  addressed  on  p.  IIl-'’63. 
Predictions  of  noise  levels  (dB)  at  the  two  San  Antonio  Creek 
and  the  potential  Santa  Ynez  River  tern  colonies  are  prese.ited 
in  Volume  III,  Tables  3-6  and  3-7, 

There  is  no  data  to  support  the  idea  that  these  levels  of  in- 
frequent exposure  on  wildlife  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
the  least  terns.  To  further  clarify  the  impact  of  noise  and 
sonic  booms  on  wildlife  from  AF  launch  vehicle,  the  Air  Force  has 
initiated  a study  to  examine  the  effects  of  noise  impacts  on 
wildlife.  If  the  results  of  these  studies  and  subsequent  evalua- 
tions of  the  impact  of  MX  launch  activities  on  VAFB  show  that 
the  least  tern  will  be  adversely  impacted,  consideration  will  be 
given  to  adjusting  the  launch  schedule  to  coincide  with  the  non- 
breeding seison. 


2-5  Most  of  the  data  employed  to  develop  the  archaeological  sensitivity 
map  are  derived  not  from  the  space  Shuttle  Surveys,  rather  they 
are  from  earlier  survey  work  by  Spanne  (1970,  1971,  1974):  The 
major  limitation  in  this  data  base  is  that  survey  coverage  was 
not  as  intensive  or  as  well  controlled  as  the  Space  Shuttle 
research.  As  a result,  it  is  probable  that  limited  activity 
sites  were  frequently  missed  during  this  survey,  though  it  is 
much  less  likely  that  multiple  activity  sites  were  missed. 

In  order  to  supplement  the  published  sources,  a reconnaissance 
was  conducted  in  the  four  CSAs  during  April  1978.  However,  the 
dense  vegetation  cover  limited  visibility,  especially  in  the 
Shuman  Canyon  and  Lompoc  Terrace  CSAs.  Ten  percent  or  less 
of  the  direct  impact  areas  in  the  conceptual  facilities  layout 
Wiis  examined,  and  no  new  sites  were  located. 


2-6  The  professional  archaeologists  have  been  involved  in  literature 
searches,  consultation  with  previous  researchers  on  Vandenberg, 
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2-6  and  .limited  archaeological  reconnaissance  of  the  CSAs.  These 

professional  archaeologists  will  coatinue  to  participate  in  the 
decisionmaking  process  with  the  assistance  of  appropriate 
archaeological  consultants,  as  well  as  state  and  federal  officials. 


2-7  References  to  historical  archaeological  remains  are  contained  in 
Spanne,  1974. 


2-8  The  Air  Force  is  aware  of  the  need  to  determine  impacts,  if  any, 
on  prime  farmland  and  the  existence  of  such  lands  in  Eastern 
Colorado.  Land  use  maps  of  irrigated  cropland,  dry  cropland, 
and  rangeland  are  being  developed  and  will  be  incorporated  in 
the  siting  EIS  and  the  deployment  EIS.  The  Air  Force  is  not  yet 
in  a position  to  identify  potential  sites  so  the  Basing  Mode  Com- 
parison Areas  have  been  used  to  analyze  the  potential  differential 
impacts  of  the  alternative  basing  modes  (Horizontal  Shelters, 
Vertical  Shelters,  Slope-Sided  Pools,  and  Hybrid  Trench) . Each 
of  the  issues  noted  in  these  comments  will  be  analyzed  if  the 
South  Platte  area  appears  to  be  a viable  siting  area. 


2-9  In  order  to  oe  able  to  compare  power  availability  of  the  seven 

full-scale  development  states,  the  production  to  capability  ratio 
is  shown  for  each.  The  U.S.  Federal  Power  Commission,  Electric 
Power  Statistics , monthly  states  that  in  1975,  742  MW  of  the 
3,707  MW  of  installed  generating  capacity  was  hydro;  this  is 
equal  to  about  20  percent  (U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  1976). 

The  1975  electric  production  is  given  as  a percentage  of  capability 
in  each  of  the  seven  states  where  missile  and  transporter  com- 
ponents are  most  likely  to  be  developed  to  make  it  possible  to 
compare  this  ration  among  the  states.  It  is  also  assumed  in 
other  parts  of  the  DEIS  that  the  minimum  acceptable  ration  is 
about  70  percent. 

2-10  The  DEIS  statement  that  the  City  of  Denver  generates  two-thirds 
of  its  own  power  is  incorrect.  All  power  is  supplied  to  that 
city  by  the  I ublic  Service  Company  of  Colorado.  The  Bureau  of 
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2-10 


2-11 


2-12 


2-13 


2-14 


2-15 


RESPONSE 


Mines  Minerals  Yearbook,  1974  (page  357)  states  that  in  1974, 
bitaminous  coal  and  lignite  production  in  northern  Colorado  was 
308,000  tons  and  in  southern  Colorado  it  was  7,479,000  tons 
(U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  1976).  It  is  possible  that  pro- 
duction levels  have  since  changed  in  favor  of  the  northwest. 


The  MX  basing  modes  have  been  defined  so  as  to  survive  present 
and  future  Soviet  threats. 


Those  options  were  omitted  from  discussions  since  prior  analyses 
concluded  they  were  not  viable  options. 


More  specific  analysis  of  environmental  concerns,  including  the 
impact  on  water  and  electrical  usage,  will  be  included  in  the. 
siting  EIS  and  deployment  EIS.  The  current  report  examines 
alternative  basing  modes  and  does  not  make  any  siting 
recommendations.  Therefore  relative  comparisons  are  adequate. 


Irrigated  farmlands  are  incorporated  in  the  report  through  the 
analysis  of  the  value  of  agricultural  production.  The  south 
Platte  Plains  has  the  second  highest  value  of  agricultural 
production  of  all  the  comparison  areas  ($41,000  per  square 
mile  vs  $86,000  per  square  mile  in  the  Texas  High  Plains  — in 
1977  dollars) . The  term  "range  land"  was  used  since  this  is  still 
the  dominant  land  use  in  spite  of  the  growth  of  center  pivot 
irrigation. 


A public  hearing  was  held  at  Lompoc,  CA  on  30  August  1970. 

No.  However,  copies  of  the  Milestone  II  Draft  EIS  were  sent 
to  state  and  areawide  clearinghouses,  members  of  the  Kansas 
Congressional  Delegation,  the  State  Governor,  and  to  many 
other  agencies  and  individuals  in  Kansas.  The  public  comment 
period  on  the  Draft  EIS  was  60  days,  and  cortments  received 
are  addressed  in  the  Pinal  EIS.  Copies  of  the  Draft  EIS 
were  sent  to  all  members  of  the  Kansas  Delegation  on  the  day 
it  was  made  public. 
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2-15  The  action  discussed  in  this  EIS  does  not  make  a siting 
decision. 


2-16  South  Platte  Plains  was  one  of  seven  basing  mode  comparison 
areas  (BMCAs) . BMCAs  are  sample  areas  used  to  evaluate  the 
impacts  of  alternate  basing  modes.  Before  a siting  decision 
is  made,  an  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  will  be 
prepared.  Agricultural  losses  will  be  an  important  consideration 
in  the  analysis  for  this  EIS. 


2-17  A 4S-day  comment  period  is  prescribed  to  permit  public/private 
organizations  and  individuals  an  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  statement.  These  comments  help  improve  the  EIS  and  are 
valuable  feedback.  The  period  also  allows  the  public  to  express 
its  support  or  opposition  to  the  program.  In  the  case  of  MX, 
the  Final  EIS  is  responsive  to  comments  received  during  a 
60-day  period. 


2-18  This  report  is  based  on  the  most  current  information  available  for 
the  Shuttle  and  reflects  some  refinement  in  impact  analysis 
methodology.  Data  for  the  Shuttle  are  most  accurate  in  this 
report  and  the  City  of  Lompoc's  Community  Development  Depart- 
ment has  been  so  advised.  See  Volume  III,  Section  3.3.2. 


2-19  Additional  backup  information  on  potential  housing  in  motels,  camp- 
grounds, and  mobile  home  parks  is  given  in  Volume  III)  Section 
1.2. 2. 3. 7.  The  Air  Force  will  coordinate  with  the  City  of  Lompoc 
and  other  local  governmental  agencies  to  discuss  adequate 
mitigation  of  the  impact  of  the  transient  construction  workers 
for  MX  and  the  Shuttle.  The  participation  of  Western  LNG 
Associates  must  be  decided  by  that  company  but  it  is  noted  that 
Vandenberg  is  approximately  30  road  miles  from  the  proposed  LNG 
site  and  separate  mitigations  of  the  LNG  impact  near  that  site 
might  be  more  appropriate. 

2-20  See  Volume  III,  Section  2. 2. 2. 3 for  additional  data  regarding 
these  issues. 
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2-21  See  response  to  item  number  2-19. 


2-22  See  Volume  III,  Section  3.3.2. 2. !>  for  a more  detailed  evaluation 
of  traffic  impacts  on  H Street  in  the  City  of  Lompoc. 


2-23  The  analysis  in  this  FEIS  is  intended  only  to  assist  in  the 

narrowing  of  system  options  at  Milestone  II.  The  data  on  Basing 
Mode  Comparison  Areas  was  generated  primarily  to  assess  the 
relative  impact  of  various  system  options.  The  site-selection 
EIS  will  present  a more  detailed  analysis  of  the  areas  considered 
for  eventual  siting. 


2-24  The  reference  to  inadequate  quality  or  quantity  reflects  the 
present  situation  in  the  South  Platte  Plains  area.  Rapid 
development  of  irrigation  along  the  South  Platte  River  in  Keith, 
Perkins  and  Chase  Counties  has  heavily  tapped  the  available  v;ater. 
In  the  remainder  of  the  BMCA  including  the  Colorado  High  Plains, 
groundwater  use  is  under  strict  control  because  of  the  potential 
for  rapid  depletion.  These  two  aspects  of  groundwater  use  imposes 
limits  on  the  extent  to  which  irrigated  agriculture  may  develop. 


2-25  In  Volume  IV,  Section  1.2, 3. 7. 4 the  first  item  under  Groundwater 
Hydrology  should  be  changed  to  read  as  follows;  "The  alluvial 
aquifers  and  the  Ogallala  aquifer  yield  good  water  at  a rac? 
of  500  gpm  (1.9  mVniin)  or  more." 


2-26  The  estimates  of  impact  shown  in  Volume  IV,  Figure  3-8  of  the 

DEIS  includes  both  direct  project  construction  demands  and  induced 
population  demand.  However,  the  electric  energy  impacts  dis- 
cussed in  the  FEIS,  Volvune  IV,  Section  3.2.17  are  calculated 
on  a Regional  Electrical  Reliability  Council  Area  basis  instead 
of  a Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  (BEA)  region  basis.  The 
reliability  council  regions  are  much  larger  than  the  BEA  regions 
and  more  accurately  portray  the  ability  of  larger  regions  to  meet 
electric  energy  needs.  Table  3-5a  indicates  that  a nominal  pro- 
ject in  the  South  Platte  area  would  use  only  1.0  to  2.8  percent 
of  the  projected  power  surplus  in  the  western  systems  coordinating 
council  region  (NERC,  1978) . 
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The  objective  of  the  basing  mode  comparison  areas  examined  was 
to  provide  a representative  sample  of  a variety  of  areas  within 
which  to  examine  alternate  basing  modes.  In  depth  studies  are 
now  in  process  to  provide  information  relevant  to  the  eventual 
choice  of  a deployment  site  (or  sites) . Details  noted  in  the 
comment  will  be  examined  closely  during  the  siting  studies. 

In  the  present  study  these  are  covered  only  in  general  terms 
so  as  to  help  evaluate  basing  modes.  Federal  aid  programs, 
which  may  be  available  to  state  or  local  governments,  will 
be  considered  in  greater  detail  in  the  EIS  to  be  prepared  prior 
to  a siting  decision. 


The  chart  referred  to  is  presumably  Figure  3-8,  p.  IV-97, 
of  the  DEIS.  Point  and  area  security  comparisons  on  that  chart 
are  for  the  vertical  shelter  mode.  The  methodology  used  in  the 
analysis  was  presented  in  Section  3.1,  p.  IV-73  ff  of  the  DEIS, 
and  the  supporting  bar  chart  was  presented  as  Figure  B-3,  p.  B-8 
of  Volume  V of  the  DEIS.  The  threshhold  separating  "small"  and 
"moderate"  relative  impact  potentials  was  0.7,  consistent  with 
the  results  shown  on  that  chart.  The  factors  entering  into 
the  calculations  are  described  in  Volume  IV,  Section  3.2.7  of  the 
DEIS. 


The  number  of  surface  water  permit  holders  and  the  uses  for 
which  these  permits  were  issued  was  not  investigated.  These 
factors  will  be  considered  in  the  Deployment  Area  EIS.  The 
establishment  of  groundwater  control  areas  on  the  entire  eastern 
plains  was  considered.  However,  only  the  physical  availability 
was  explored. 


Water  was  estimated  from  several  factors  including:  concrete 
required  per  aimpoint  and  water  per  yard  of  concrete;  sand  per 
yard  of  concrete  and  water  required  to  wash  the  sand;  aggregate 
per  yard  of  concrete  and  water  required  to  wash  the  aggregate; 
water  required  to  compact  the  saturated  fill;  man-days  of  direct 
labor  times  a multiplier  for  indirect  population  and  estimated 
consumption  per  man-day;  water  required  for  dust  control  during 
aimpoint  construction;  allowance  for  equipment  washing;  water- 
required  per  mile  of  road;  allowance  for  "other"  construction;  and 
water  required  for  construction  of  perimeter  roads  where  applicable. 
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2-31  A BMCA  is  representative  of  the  physical  and  biological  character 
of  a larger  geotechnically  suitable  parcel  and  is  a sample 
deployment  site  for  basing  mode  environmental  comparison.  No 
BMCA  has  been  chosen  for  siting  considerations.  The  EIS,  page 
IV- iv  states:  "The  choice  of  a site  is  not  to  be  addressed  as 
part  of  Milestone  II."  Once  a site  is  chosen> the  amount  of 
"highly  secured"  land  or  fenced  area  depends  upon  the  security 
configuration  chosen;  area  or  point  security.  See  Volume  IV, 
Section  of  Land  Uses. 


2-32  There  will  be  no  effect  since  MX  FSED  does  not  involve  the  use 
of  nuclear  materials.  Subsequent  nuclear  warhead  production 
if  required,  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of 
Enernv 


2-33  Transportation  of  the  MX  weapons  between  sites  at  particular  siting 
locations  will  be  addressed  in  subsequent  envirorunental  impact 
statements. 


2-34  The  potential  for  production  of  rubber  extracted  from  the  guayule 
plant  grown  in  favorable  desert  areas  will  be  addressed  in  the 
future  EIS  for  proposed  deployment  area  selection. 


2-35  The  BMCAs  used  in  Volume  IV  are  not  alternative  deployment  areas 
but  samples  of  possible  siting  areas.  Specific  other  projects, 
such  as  the  proposed  Water  Isolation  Pilot  Plant,  will  be 
evaluated  for  compatability/conflict  with  MX  as  part  of  the  siting 
EIS  and  the  deployment  EIS. 


2-36  See  Volume  III,  Figures  2-3,  2-4,  and  2-5  for  sources.  Data 
are  for  mid-1977. 


2-37  The  MX  EIS  assumes  that  all  direct  construction  and  operations 
personnel  will  come  from  areas  ether  than  Santa  Barbara  County 
primarily  Los  Angeles.  During  MX  construction,  two  other  pro- 
jects (LNG  and  the  Shuttle)  will  have  already  drawn  heavily 
on  the  S.B.C.  workforce.  During  MX  operations,  the  Air  Force 
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2-37  estimates  that  all  direct  MX  jobs  would  be  new  positions  at 
Vandenberg  APB.  Most  of  the  Shuttle  direct  operations  work- 
force is  expected  to  be  a transfer  of  job  responsibility  from 
current  Vandenberg  programs  to  the  Shuttle.  MX,  however,  will 
require  an  additional  workforce. 

The  indirect  workforce  is  a different  matter.  These  jobs  occur 
throughout  the  regional  economy  and  represent  all  job  skills 
(physician,  retail  clerks,  receptionists,  warehouse  workers, 
educators,  etc.).  Most  of  these  indirect  jobs  would  be  in 
construction,  manufacturing,  services,  and  trade,  particularly 
retail  trade.  These  are  the  sectors  showing  the  most  widespread 
and  persistent  unemployment  in  the  County  during  the  1971  - 1975 
period.  Current  area  residents  are  more  likely  to  hear  of  these 
new  job  opportunities  and  thus  more  likely  to  fill  the  positions. 
These  jobs  would  likely  go  to  currently  unemployed  local  residents, 
reduce  the  unemployment  rate,  and  increase  the  labor  force  parti- 
cipation rate.  As  the  comment  notes,  "...most  unskilled  labor 
tended  to  be  local  ..."  A large  share  of  these  indirect  jobs 
require  unskilled  or  semi-skilled  workers  so  the  evaluation 
that  many  of  these  jobs  would  go  to  current  area  residents  is 
valid  and  consistent  with  the  comment. 


2-38  It  is  possible  that  the  skill  requirements  noted  in  Volume  III, 
Section  1.1. 6.1.  will  be  locally  available.  However,  this 
possibility  is  low  given  the  prior  claims  of  LNG  and  the  Shuttle. 
Por  this  reason  the  MX  EIS  assumes  all  MX  construction  workers 
will  be  imported. 


2-39  Job-hopping  will  certainly  occur  to  some  degree  but  this  would 
not  be  an  additional  source  of  in-migration.  Once  a worker  is 
in  Santa  Barbara  County,  employment  on  MX  or  LNG  or  Shuttle 
will  not  be  a source  of  additional  growth. 


2-40  The  employment  projections  are  the  upper  limit  of  the  range  of 
the  reasonable  "worst  case."  This  is  particularly  true  for  MX 
where  100  percent  of  direct  construction  and  operations  person- 
nel are  assumed  to  be  in-migrants.  Por  the  Shuttle  and  LNG, 
the  assiuAptions  are  those  used  in  the  EIS  reports  for  those 
projects.  Th6  extreme  worst  case  of  all  workers  for  all  projects 

(cont. ) 
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COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


2-40  being  imported  is  not  reasonable  since  Santa  Barbara  County 
has  a large  supply  of  available  workers. 


2-41  See  Volume  III,  Section  3. 3. 2. 1.4. 


2-42  The  maximum  MX  requirement  of  250  construction  workers  requiring 
temporary  housing  is  the  cumulative  result  of  the  overlapping 
schedules  of  MX/LNG/STS.  By  itself  MX  would  not  have  an  adverse 
impact.  A coordinated  mitigation  strategy  involving  MX  and 
Shuttle  planners  as  well  as  local  governmental  agencies  will  be 
developed  as  schedules  for  these  programs  become  fixed.  The 
involvement  of  Western  LNG  Associates  in  these  efforts  is  wel- 
come but  it  is  recognized  that  the  LNG  facility  is  proposed  for 
a site  approximately  30  miles  from  Vandenberg  AFB. 


2-43  The  GRC  multiplier  referred  to  is  a population  multiplier 

developed  for  a study  of  housing  needs  related  to  the  student 
population  at  the  University  of  California  at  Santa  Barbara. 

It  is  not  comparable  with  the  regional  economic  multiplier 
developed  in  this  report  to  examine  the  impact  on  gross  output, 
earnings,  and  employment  that  may  occur  as  a result  of  con- 
struction, manufacturing,  and  operation  in  support  of  testing 
a new  missile  system. 


2-44  Direct  short-term  water  requirements  for  construction  of  the  MX 
flight  test  facilities  at  Vandenberg  AFB  are  estimated  to  equal 
15.9  acre-ft.  Additional  water  demands  will  result  during  the 
construction  phase  due  to  in-migrating  workers.  Table  3-50 
indicates  that  expected  induced  population  water  demands  in  1981 
will  increase  by  109  acre-ft  as  a result  of  the  MX  construction 
phase.  Project  water  requirements  during  the  operational  phase 
(1985)  of  the  test  program  are  expected  to  equal  about  100  acre-ft. 
Additional  demands  resulting  both  from  direct  and  indirect-induced 
employment  and  population  increases  bring  the  total  increased  demand 
to  599  acre-ft.  as  shown  in  Table  3-53. 


2-45  Detailed  modeling  of  the  oxidant  concentrations  within  Santa 

Barbara  County  is  a desirable  goal.  At  the  present  time  emissions 
inventories  of  the  precursor  gases  are  not  complete  enough  or 

(cont.) 
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COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


2-45  detailed  enough  to  warrant  the  kind  of  modeling  effort  implied 
in  this  comment.  This  is  also  stated  in  the  referenced  ERT 
Jun  1978  report  with  respect  to  the  applications  of  the.  £PA 
EKMA  (Empirical  Kinetic  Modeling  Approach)  model. 

The  general  rather  broadly  conservative  approach  used  by  ERT  to 
project  the  hourly  ozone  concentrations  is  at  present  the  state- 
of-the-art.  For  Vandenberg  and  its  surroundings  the  projection 
indicated  ozone  levels  of  between  0.8  and  0.9  ppm  by  1986  or  1987. 
Based  on  this  information  it  appears  that  the  addition  of  MX 
construction  related  traffic  emissions  would  not  materially 
change  the  relatively  large  average  concentration  projections  in 
the  years  between  1980  and  1985.  Subsequent  to  1985  the  MX 
operational  traffic  related  emissions  become  very  small.  Little 
effect  would  be  seen  on  average  air  quality  conditions  even  if  much 
reduced  emissions  were  expected  throughout  the  county  and  con- 
siderably lower  countywide  concentration  levels  were  projected. 
Nordsieck,  R.A.,  Lurmann,  F.W.,  Hutchins,  J.R.,  1978,  "Updating 
and  Analysis  of  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Regional  Transportation 
Plans  for  Santa  Barbara  County,  Environmental  Research  and 
Technology,  Concord,  MA. 


2-46  Clarification  of  the  population  increases  associated  with  the 

project  has  been  provided  in  the  FEIS  in  Volume  III,  Section  3. 3. 2. 1.3. 


2-47  The  relationship  between  the  Space  Shuttle  project  and  the  MX 
projects  is  not  now  readily  defined  as  to  air  pollution.  Any 
scenario  within  a broad  range  of  likely  relationships  is  possible. 
A minimal  interaction  approach  was  taken  to  delineate  a fair 
level  of  confidence  for  project  specific  effects.  The  potential 
increase  in  pollution  levels  for  the  MX  and  Space  Shuttle  was 
examined  to  the  extent  that  an  additional  Space  Shuttle  related 
traffic  load  was  assumed  in  the  calculations  over  and  above 
normally  expected  traffic  flows  (i.e. , without  either  project) 
for  the  Lompoc  area. 


2-48  The  Air  Force  sponsorship  of  early  dust  suppression  technology  has 
been  explored,  including  the  development  of  a new  commerically 
available  dust  suppression  product.  This  particular  product 
has  been  used  extensively  at  Vandenberg  in  the  past,  both  for 

(cont. ) 
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COMMENT 

NO. 

RESPONSE 

2-48 

treating  sand  dune  areas  for  revegetation  and  construction  areas 
for  dust  suppression.  The  continued  use  of  this  same  type  of 
control  method  is  expected  for  the  MX  construction  project.  In 

Volume  III,  Section  3.3.3  the  control  of  fugitive  dust  is  given 
as  an  expected  50  percent  reduction  in  dust  quantity.  This 
reduction  includes  paving  surfaces  where  appropriate  (roadways 
and  parking  areas)  and  minimizing  the  number  of  vehicles  accessing 
the  area. 

Van  pooling  and  car  pooling  have  already  been  instituted  as  a 
general  mode  of  transporation  to  and  from  Vandenberg.  It  has  been 
encouraged  by  the  Base  Environmental  Protection  Committee  and  has 
shown  to  be  a viable  method  of  reducing  the  traffic  to  specific 
locations  within  the  base.  It  is  assumed  that  the  base  sponsor- 
ship of  such  air  quality  control  measures  will  continue. 

2-49 

The  monitoring  points  on  which  the  local  non-attainment  status  for 
particulate  concentrations  was  determined  are  located  in  Lompoc 
and  Santa  Maria  and  are  some  distance  from  Vandenberg.  No  effect 
on  Santa  Maria  or  the  community’s  attainnraent  of  National  Ambient 

Air  Quality  Standards  would  be  expected  from  the  construction 
activity  at  Vandenberg.  Since  Lompoc  is  downwind  of  Vandenberg, 
about  50  to  75  percent  of  the  time,  some  transient  effect  on  the 
local  particulate  concentrations  would  be  expected.  However, 
the  increases  would  be  small,  would  immediately  disappear  at 
the  completion  of  construction  and  most  probably  will  be  barely 
detectable  above  the  background  dust  levels  from  local  agriculture. 

f 

1 

r 
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A Vandenberg  AFB  monitoring  program  with  measurement  sites  located 
on  Vandenberg  is  presently  being  implemented  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  ambient  conditions.  Future  activities  at  the  base, 
including  tlie  M (and  Space  Shuttle)  construction  will  be  sub- 
ject to  this  monitoring  program.  One  long-range  goal  of  the 
program  is  to  ensure  that  proper  controls  are  being  instituted  1 

by  all  onbase  projects. 

2-50 

Information  on  the  permit  requirements  of  Santa  Barbara  County 
has  been  provided  routinely  to  the  Vandenberg  Environmental 

Protection  Committee  for  use  by  the  base  in  formulating  its 
control  policies.  Implementation  of  the  MX  construction  and 
operations  program  at  Vandenberg  and  the  long-range  planning  of 

(cont.) 
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2-50  base  support  is  reviewed  by  the  Committee  and  the  necessary 

actions  to  accomplish  proper  environmental  accommodations  are 
identified  and  recommended  for  adoption. 

Vandenberg  personnel  are  also  directly  involved,  through  member- 
ship on  the  North  County  Steering  Committee,  in  defining  the 
actions  required  on  a countywide  basis  to  ensure  compliance  with 
the  1977  revisions  in  the  Clean  Air  Act  including  development 
of  the  local  air  quality  management  plan. 


2-51  See  response  2-47. 


2-52  The  operations  phase  of  the  MX  program  at  Vandenberg  is  expected 
to  have  only  a minor  impact  on  base  emissions  of  hydrocarbons 
and  nitrogen  oxides.  Subsequent  to  the  construction  phase, 
existing  Minuteman  operations  may  be  phasing  down  as  the  MX 
systems  are  phasing  in.  Some  overlap  in  operational  surface 
vehicle  traffic  could  occur,  depending  on  phase  schedules, 
but  this  would  result  in  only  a fraction  of  a percent  change 
in  vehicle  emissions. 

In  Volume  III,  Section  3. 3. 3. 2.1  a discussion  of  carbon  monoxide 
(CO)  and  nitrogen  oxide  (NO^)  concentrations  due  to  vehicle 
emissions  is  presented  along  with  the  rationale  for  their  selection 
as  MX  operational  impact  indicators.  The  emissions  used  to  pro- 
duce the  model  outputs  of  concentrations  shown  in  Figures  3-16  and 
3-17  were  1.97  tons/year  fro  CO  and  0.33  tons/year  for  NO  . These 
are  the  MX  operations  related  vehicle  emissions  projected  for  the 
year  1985.  The  respective  percentages  compared  to  the  existing 
1976  Vandenberg  base-year  emissions  are  0.2  percent  and  0.1 
percent. 


2-53  See  response  2-48. 


2-54  See  response  2-49. 


2-55  See  response  2-50. 
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RESPONSE 


To  insure  the  safe  transport  of  flammable  or  explosive  materials 
through  populated  areas,  the  California  Legislature  has  es- 
tablished regulations  on  this  subject  in  Division  14  of  the 
Vehicle  Code.  The  regulations  provide  for: 

• Special  licensing  of  drivers 

• Special  inspection  of  transporting  vehicles 

• Safe  design  and  construction  of  liquid  cargo  carrying 
vehicle 

• Establishing  routes  and  safe  stopping  points 

• Supplying  drivers  with  maps  of  approved  routes 

Design  and  construction  criteria  are  established  by  the  State  Fire 
Marshal  and  all  other  criteria  by  the  State  Highway  Patrol. 

Routes  are  established  by  the  Highway  Patrol  for  the  transportation 
of  explosives  in  Santa  Barbara  County.  Generally  routes  follow 
U.S.  Highway  101  and  State  Highways  1 and  246  with  special  by- 
pass provision  for  the  more  built-up  areas  of  Lompoc. 

Launches  are  relatively  infrequent,  so  transport  vehicles  of 
this  type  should  be  a comparative  rarity  in  the  region's  traffic 
flows.  This  plus  the  provisions  of  the  law,  would  lead  to  a very 
low  likelihood  of  a serious  accident. 


New  job  opportunities  plus  the  attraction  of  Santa  Barbara  to  job 
seekers  may  contribute  to  the  fact  that  in  the  State  Employment 
Development  Department's  experience,  in  Santa  Barbara  there  are 
ordinarily  more  seekers  than  jobs.  Such  a development  would 
not  be  very  comparable  to  the  Alaskan  case  since  mobility  in  and 
out  of  Santa  Barbara  is  easy  and  inexpensive  for  those  on  the 
move  looking  for  jobs  (not  the  case  in  Alaska) . 

How  sudden  the  increased  housing  demand  may  emerge  will  depend 
upon  the  precise  schedules  of  the  three  projects  and  these 
are  not  firm  as  yet.  As  knowledge  of  schedules  and  associated 
housing  needs  becomes  workable ■ local  developers  can  ordinarily 
be  relied  upon  to  build  in  places  and  numbers  depending  upon 
zoning  and  other  land  use  controls. 

(cont. ) 
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2-57  The  Space  Shuttle  and  MX  do  not  peak  simultaneously  in  the 
present  schedules;  the  shuttle  peaks  in  1980  and  M'l  in  1982. 
With  present  schedules,  LNG  and  the  Shuttle  peak  in  1980  - a 
time  when  there  is  no  MX  activity. 

As  the  programs  phase  out  there  may  be  lower  use  rates  (higher 
vacancy  rates)  of  some  residential,  comiAerical  and  industrial 
developed  property  but  this  cannot  be  forecast  since  it  depends 
on  other  developments  we  do  not  know  about  at  this  time. 


2-58  The  cumulative  electric  energy  requirements  of  the  MX/SS/LNG 

projects  will  peak  in  1981.  The  energy  requirements  are  based 
on  5,000  KWH  per  capita  per  year  for  the  general  population 
and  33,400  KWH  per  direct  labor  for  project  construction. 

The  general  project  induced  population  of  11,740  will  require 
about  59,000  MWH  and  the  three  projects  (with  2,271  direct 
employees)  will  require  about  76,000  MWH,  making  a local  ot 
135,000  MWH  of  electric  energy  required  by  the  three  projects 
in  1981.  Our  analysis  has  concluded  that  no  mitigation  measures 
need  be  proposed.  Following  is  a table  of  the  elements  of  the 
above: 


Electrical  Energy  Requirements 
In  The  Peak  Year,  1981  (MWH) 


INDUCING  FACTOR 

PROJECT 

REQUIREMENTS 

INDUCED  POPULATION 
REQUIREMENTS 

TOTAL 

LNG 

47,800 

20,300 

86,100 

SS 

20,200 

34,300 

54,400 

MX 

7,800 

4,200 

12,100 

TOTAL 

75,900 

58,700 

134,600 
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2-59  Basing  Mode  Comparison  Areas  are  sample  areas  to  aid  in 
environmental  analysis.  Sites  will  not  be  picked  until 
after  a subsequent  EIS  is  filed. 


2-60  The  public  was  given  the  legally  required  45  day  comment 

period  in  which  to  respond  to  the  Draft  EIS.  An  additional 
15  days  was  subsequently  granted. 


2-61  See  Volume  III,  Section  1.2. 2. 1.3  for  correction  of  this 
error  on  PEIS  page  111-67. 

2-62  See  Volume  III,  Section  1.2.2.3.11  for  a more  detailed  des- 
cription of  imported  water  cost  projections. 

2-63  See  Volume  III,  Table  1-29  for  correction  of  this  error  in 
Table  1-29  of  the  DEIS. 


2-64  See  Volxune  III,  Section  1.2.2.3.11  for  correction  of  these 
errors  on  DEIS  page  I1I-138. 


2-65  Santa  Barbara  County  Water  Agency  indicates  that  the  updated 

figure  for  total  withdrawal  in  the  Lompoc  Valley  area  is  19,000 
acre-ft/yr  (instead  of  16,000  acre-ft/yr  shown  in  the  DEIS), 
while  the  estimated  potential  yield  should  be  17,000  acre-ft/yr 
(instead  of  15,400  acre-ft/yr),  of  which  2,900  acre-ft/yr  are 
for  phreatophytes  and  the  remaining  14,100  acre-ft/yr  are  for 
the  actual  conjunctive  uses. 


2-66  The  most  important  aquifer  in  the  San  Antonio  Valley  is  the  Paso 
Robles  Formation,  which  supplies  well  water  to  Vandenberg. 


2-67  In  an  updated  report  released  by  Evenson  and  Miller  in  1976,  no 
sign  of  improvement  of  the  piezometric  level  was  indicated. 


2-68  This  paragraph  was  correct  as  originally  worded. 
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2-69  Increased  loads  to  the  Santa  Maria  Wastewater  Treatment  E’acility 
will  not  degrade  ocean  water  quality  since  disposal  is  done  by 
spray  irrigation  of  crops.  Subsequently,  the  increased  loads 
to  the  Facility  may  contribute  to  a slight  degradation  of  local 
groundwater  quality  by  a build-up  of  salts. 


2-70  The  MX  report  contains  the  most  current  available  data  on  the 
impacts  related  to  the  Space  Shuttle.  The  discrepancies 
bet  reen  the  MX  and  Shuttle  ElSs  generally  result  from  more 
precise  methods  of  projecting  impacts  rather  than  from  changes 
in  the  Shuttle  program. 


'^1  “ 2-116  Public  Comments 
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COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FI^OM 


FEDERAL  AGENCIES 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  Air  Force  received  and  reviewed  several  hundred  letters  commenting 
on  the  MX  Draft  Environmental  Impact  statement.  The  comments  fell  into 
two  categories.  In  the  first  category  are  many  letters  with  similar 
comment  patterns.  The  Air  Force  summarized  these  comments  and  prepared 
a generalized  response.  The  names  and  addresses  of  the  individuals  whose 
letters  were  summarized  are  listed  in  this  volume.  The  second  category 
of  letters  raised  specialized  comments  and  an  individual  response  was 
prepared.  Each  letter  of  this  category,  along  with  the  Air  Force  reply, 
is  also  printed  in  full. 

The  Air  Force  welcomes  and  values  "feedback"  concerning  the  MX  DEIS. 

As  you  know,  the  Air  Force  is  required  by  law  to  prepare  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  before  deciding  upon  major  actions  which  could  significantly 
affect  the  quality  of  the  environment.  This  process  allows  for  ample  feed- 
back. 


The  Air  Force  publishes  a DEIS  and  submits  it  to  appropriate  agencies 
and  the  public  for  review  and  comment. 

A 45-day  comment  period  is  prescribed  to  permit  public/private  organi- 
zations and  individuals  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  statement.  These 
comments  help  improve  the  EIS  and  are  valuable  feedback.  The  period  also 
allows  the  public  to  express  its  support  or  opposition  to  the  program.  In 
the  case  of  MX,  the  Final  EIS  is  responsive  to  comments  received  during 
a 45-day  period. 

During  the  comment  period,  the  Air  Force  has  the  option  of  holding  one 
or  more  public  hearings;  it  is  not  required  to  do  so.  The  Air  Force  does 
hold  hearings  when  it  judges  that  hearings  would  help  the  comment  process 
or  be  in  the  public  interest.  This  v;as  the  case  v;ith  MX  and  a hearing  was 
held  in  Lompoc,  California,  since  the  major  environmental  impacts  resulting 
from  MX  full  scale  engineering  development  will  occur  in  the  Vandenberg 
AFB  area.  During  the  Lompoc  hearing  the  Air  Force  received  comiaents, 
answered  questions,  and  prepared  a written  transcript  of  the  hearing.  The 
Air  Force  did  not  consider  hearings  in  the  Basing  Mode  Comparison  Areas 
appropriate  since  it  is  not  selecting  a site  in  which  to  deploy  and  locate 
MX,  at  this  time.  Following  the  DEIS  comment  period  the  Air  Force  publishes 
a Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  containing  and  responsive  to  the 
comments  received.  The  final  EIS  contains  a revised  analysis  and  the  Air 
Force  response  to  comments  on  its  DEIS;  both  comments  and  replies  are 
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published  in  the  FEIS.  This,  in  the  Air  Force's  judgment,  affords  ample 
opportunity  for  public  comment. 

When  the  time  comes  to  select  a site  to  build  the  system,  the  Air 
Force  will  prepare  another  Draft  EIS.  It  will  be  circulated  for  public 
review  and  comment.  In  addition,  the  Air  Force  plans  to  hold  public 
hearings  in  those  c.:eas  which,  at  that  time,  are  still  candidates. 

No  decision  has  been  made  as  to  what  missile  should  go  into  full- 
scale  engineering  development  nor  what  basing  mode  should  be  developed 
in  FSED. 

This  section  includes  a listing  of  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies 
and  other  parties  from  whom  written  comments  were  received  during  the 
review  period  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Those 
respondents  being  provided  a copy  of  the  Final  EIS  are  also  noted. 

Sections  1 through  6 contain  a record  of  written  responses  received. 
Respondents  are  categorized  in  Sections  as  follows: 


Section 

1 

Federal  Agencies 

Section 

2 

State/Local  Agencies 

Section 

3 

National  Organizations 

Section 

4 

Local  Organizations 

Section 

5 

Individuals 

Section 

6 

Petitions 

Section 

7 

Transcript  of  the  Public  Hearing  in 
Lompoc,  California,  August  30,  1978 

All  of  the  comments  provided  in  Sections  1 through  7 were  carefully 
considered  by  the  Air  Force  and  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Air  Force  responses  to  substantive  comments  or  questions  raised  on 
the  Draft  EIS  have  been  included  at  the  end  of  each  Section.  In  some 
instances,  the  respondent  is  directed  to  the  appropriate  section  in  the 
text  of  the  Final  EIS  where  the  answer  may  be  found.  Copies  of  the  FEIS 
are  being  provided  to  those  agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals  whose 
comments  have  been  specifically  responded  to  in  this  statement.  In  addi- 
tion, copies  of  the  FEIS  were  mailed  to  libraries  of  many  cities  and 
universities  from  which  most  of  the  comments  of  a generalized  nature 
were  received. 


RESPONDENTS  TO  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (EIS) 


Copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  were  provided  for  review  and  coitunent  to 
federal  agencies,  state  and  local  government  agencies,  and  the  general 
public.  Written  comments  were  received  from  the  following: 


FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Defense  Nuclear  Agency 

Department  of  the  Navy 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 

National  Science  Foundation 

Southwest  Federal  Regional  Council 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Mines 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  the  Secretary 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

U.S.  Environmental  P„otection  Agency 

Federal  Highway  Administration  Region  Nine 

Western  Federal  Regional  Council  Region  IX 


STATE  AND  LOCAL  AGENCIES 


Arizona  Department  of  Economic  Security 

Arizona  Office  of  Economic  Planning  and  Development 

Arizona  Office  of  Economic  Planning  and  Development 

Burlington,  City  of 

California  Department  of  Fish  & Game 

California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

California  Office  of  Planning  and  Research 

Colorado  Department  of  Local  Affairs 

Connecticut  Office  of  Policy  and  Management 

Cornhusker  Regional  Council  of  Governments 

Greater  Southwest  Regional  Planning  Commission 

Hayes  Center,  Village  of 

Illinois  Bureau  of  the  Budget 

Kansas  House  of  Representatives 

Kit  Carson  County,  Colorado 

Lompoc,  City  of 

Lompoc,  City  of 

Missouri  Office  of  Administration 
Nebraska  Office  of  Planning  and  Programming 
Nebraska  State  Legislature 
Nebraska  Unicameral 

New  Jersey  Department  of  Community  Affairs 

New  Jersey  Department  of  Community  Affairs 

New  Mexico  Office  of  the  Governor 

New  Mexico  Office  of  the  Governor 

New  Mexico  Department  of  Finance  and  Administration 

New  Mexico  State  Planning  Office 

Pennsylvania  Governor's  Office 

Santa  Barbara  County  - Cities  Area  Planning  Council 
Santa  Barbara  County,  Department  of  Environmental  Resources 
Santa  Barbara  County,  Department  of  Environmental  Resources 
Santa  Barbara  County,  Department  of  Environmental  Resources 
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Santa  Barbara  County  Health  Care  Services 
Santa  Barbara  County  Health  Care  Services 
Santa  Barbara  County  Department  of  Planning 
Santa  Barbara  County  Department  o£  Transportation 
Santa  Barbara  County  Water  Agency 
Santa  Maria,  City  of 

South  Plains  Association  of  Governments 

Southwest  Nebraska  Council  of  Governments 

Southwest  New  Mexico  Council  of  Governments 

Utah,  State  of  Office  of  the  State  Planning  Coordinator 


NATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

American  Security  Council 
American  Federation  of  Labor 
Center  for  Law  and  Social  Policy 

National  Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners 
Sierra  Club 


LOCAL  ORGANIZATIONS 

Burlington  Colorado  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Clergy  and  Laity  Concerned 

First  United  Methodist  Church,  Lincoln,  NE 

STOP  MX  COALITION 

Women  Involved  in  Farm  Economy 

Xuma  Chamber  of  Commerce 


INDIVIDUALS 


Listed  below  are  individuals  who  provided  specific  unique  comments 
or  questions  requiring  individual  answers.  In  addition,  Section  5 includes 
names  and  addresses  of  individuals  (approximately  600  letters)  who  asked 
similar  questions  or  made  similar  comments. 

Mr.  Harold  Ahlschwede,  Gurley,  Nebraska 

Mrs.  John  Bloom,  Oakley,  Kansas 

Mr.  Stephen  A.  Cresswell,  Lompoc,  California 

Mr.  James  J.  Ehrlich,  Keenesbury,  Colorado 

Mrs.  Agnes  Ellidt,  Wichita,  Kansas 

Mrs.  Margaret  Faimon,  Stratton,  Nebraska 

Mr.  Stanley  M.  Faimon,  Stratton,  Nebraska 

Ms.  Dede  Feldman,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 

Mrs.  Wayne  I.  Gatlin,  Atwood,  Kansas 

B.  E.  Gottschalk,  Benkelman,  Nebraska 

Mrs.  Gordon  Goucher,  Palisade,  Nebraska 

Mr.  John  M.  Green,  Wauneta,  Nebraska 

Ms.  Donna  Hail,  Benkelman,  Nebraska 

Mr.  Allen  G.  Hardwick,  Sidney,  Nebraska 

Mr.  Eugene  E.  Johnston, Denver,  Colorado 

Mr.  & Mrs.  J.C.  Klein,  Yuma,  Colorado 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Ron  Lagir,  Grinncll,  Kansas 

Ms.  Diane  E.  Maahs,  Julesburg,  Colorado 

Ms.  Mary  McCaffrey,  Seidert,  Colorado 

Ms.  Loretta  M.  McGowen,  Spaulding,  Nebraska 

Ryal  Meyer,  Ogallala,  Nebraska 

Mr.  Thomas  H.  Olson,  Lisco,  Nebraska 

Mr.  & Mrs.  William  J.  Powell,  Sr.,  Yuma,  Colorado 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Jerry  N.  Preston,  Benkelman,  Nebraska 

Ms.  Renee  Renzelman,  Wray,  Colorado 

Ms.  Mary  Schaffert,  Curtis,  Nebraska 

Ms.  Nancy  G.  Schaffert,  Curtis,  Nebraska 

Mr.  Russell  J.  Shaw,  MiraLoma,  California 

Sister  Hope  Steffens,  Lone  Pine,  Nebraska 
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Amy,  Frank  B,  and  Anne  M.  Svoboda,  Ogallala,  Nebraska 
Mr.  James  Teply,  Grand  Junction,  Colorado 
Mr.  & Mrs.  J.M.  Thompson,  Greensboro,  North  Carolina 
Mrs.  J.M.  Thompson 

Mr.  Robert  A.  Webster,  Philadelphia,  Pennsylvania 

Mr.  Tim  Whalen,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma 

Mr.  Jim  M.  Whitman,  Kanorado,  Kansas 

.Ms.  Stephanie  Brock,  Weskan,  Kansas 

Mr.  Tim  Buchanan,  Yuma,  Colorado 


LOCATION  OF  REFERENCE  COPIES 


Copies  of  the  MX  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  have 
been  mailed  directly  to  numerous  organizations  and  interested  individuals. 
In  addition,  reference  copies  of  the  MX  FEIS  have  been  distributed  to 
numerous  city  and  university  libraries  for  use  by  the  general  public. 
Additional  copies  may  be  requested  by  writing  to: 

Civil  Engineering  Division 
SAMSO/MNND 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  CA  92409 

The  following  is  a partial  listing  of  libraries  receiving  a copy 
of  the  FEIS. 


University  of  California 
Davis  Campus  Library 
Davis,  California  95616 

University  of  California 
Los  Agneles  Campus  Library 
Los  Angeles,  California  90024 

University  of  Nevada  Library 
Reno,  Nevada  89507 

University  of  Nevada 

Las  Vegas  Library 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89109 

Utah  State  University  Library 
lagan,  Utah  84112 

University  of  Texas  Library 
Austin,  Texas  78712 

University  of  Texas 
El  Paso  Library 
El  Paso,  Texas 


University  of  Arizona  Library 
Tucson,  Arizona  85721 

Arizona  State  University  Library 
Tempe,  Arizona  85281 

University  of  New  Mexico  Library 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87106 

New  Mexico  State  University  Library 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88001 

Kansas  State  University  Library 
Manhattan,  Kansas  66502 

University  of  Kansas  Library 
Lawrence,  Kansas  66044 

University  of  Nebraska 
Lincoln,  Nebraska  68508 

University  of  Nebraska  Library 
Omaha,  Nebraska  68101 


Colorado  State  University  Library 
Fort  Collins,  Colorado  85021 
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Wichita  City  Library 
223  So.  Main 
Wichita,  KS  67202 


University  of  Colorado  Library 
Boulder/  Colorado  80302 

Oklahoma  State  University  Library 
Stillwater/  Oklahoma  74074 

University  of  Oklahoma  Library 
Norman,  Oklahoma  74074 

Lompoc  Public  Library 
601  East  North  Avenue 
Lompoc,  California  93436 

Santa  Barbara  Public  Library 
4040  East  Anapamu  Street 
Box  1019 

Santa  Barbara,  California  93102 

Boulder  Public  Library 
1000  Canyon  Blvd,  Drawer  II 
Boulder,  CO  80302 

Burlington  Public  Library 
415  15th  Street 
Burlington,  CO  80807 

Denver  Public  Library 
Denver,  CO  80203 

Colorado  State  Library 
Denver,  CO  80203 

Otis  Public  Library 
102  S.  Washington,  Box  95 
Otis,  CO  80743 

Bird  City  Public  Library 
Bird  City,  KS  67731 

Colby  Community  College 
1255  So.  Range 
Colby,  KS  67701 

Pioneer  Memorial  Library 
375  W.  Fourth 
Colby,  KS  67701 


Wray  Public  Library 
621  Blake  Street 
Wray,  Colorado  80758 

Stratton  Public  Library 
Colorado  Avenue 
Stratton,  CO  80836 

Yuma  Public  Library 
114  West  3rd  Ave,  Box  281 
Yuma,  CO  80759 

Atwood  Public  Library 
102  So.  6th  St. 

Atwood,  KS  67730 

Goodland  Public  Library 
8th  & Broadway,  Box  619 
Goodland,  KS  67735 

McDonald  Public  Library 
McDonald,  KS  67745 

Sharon  Springs  City  Library 

113  W.  Second 

Sharon  Springs,  KS  67758 

Kansas  State  University  Library 
Box  68 

Wichita,  KS  67208 

Hayes  Center  Public  Library 
Hayes  Center,  NE  69032 

Imperial  Public  Library 
703  Broadway,  Box  724 
Imperial,  NE  69033 

McCook  Public  Library 
802  Norris  Ave 
McCook,  NE  69001 

McCook  community  College  Library 
(Learning  Resource  Center) 

Goodall  City  Library 
203  West  "A" 

Ogallala,  NE  69153 

Palisade  Public  Library 
Palisade,  NE  69040 
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AMERICAN  SECURix  Y COUNCIL 

Washington  Communiralions  Center 

Boston , Virginia  2271 J „ ,y,„ 

Pft'lKlent 


August  23,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Bnvironaent  and  Safety 

SAF/VIQ 

Pentagon , 

Hashington,  D.  C.  20330 
Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  August  14th  regarding  the  ’Draft 
Bnvironaiental  lapact  Statenent  (DBIS)  on  HXt  Milestone  II,*  which 
you  kindly  provided  ae  for  review.  I welcone  the  opportunity  to 
express  a coasient  on  this  DBIS. 

I congratulate  you  and  your  colleagues  for  a very  thorough 
study.  I aa  sure  it  will  be  of  great  benefit  to  the  decisionaakers 
in  their  deliberations  at  Milestone  II. 

I aa  aost  pleased  to  note  the  basic  conclusion,  naaely,  that  the 
environaental  impact  of  the  testing  programs  associated  with  the 
Full-Scale  Engineering  Development  phase  of  the  MX  program  will  be 
minimal,  and  that  aost  adverse  effects  can  be  mitigated  by  careful 
planning. 

I am  also  pleased  to  note  that  the  MX  program  will  serve  to 
provide  employment  for  as  aany  as  a quarter  of  a million  of  our 
citizens  (1-91),  if  the  program  is  implemented  in  full. 
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Although  the  above  two  points  are  positive  factors  in  favor  of 
both  Full  Scale  Engineering  Development  and,  ul'jimately,  total 
deployment  of  the  MX-ICBM  system,  I think  it  is  extremely  important 
to  consider  what  would  be  the  effect  on  the  environment  and  the 
economy  of  the  United  States,  if  the  MX  system  were  NOT  developed 
and  implemented.  Those  sites  in  the  several  states  west  of  the 
Mississippi  River  which  now  serve  as  hosts  for  our  ICBM  launch 
facilities  are  rapidly  becoming  inviting  targets  for  300  or  more  of 
the  Soviet  Union's  largest  and  most  powerful  ICBMs  (SS-9,  SS-18, 
SS-19).  Most  of  the  first-strike  scenarios  involving  these  missiles 
describe  attacks  in  which,  conservatively,  as  much  as  3,000  megatons 
(300  missiles  with  an  average  payload  of  10  megatons)  of  nuclear 
energy  would  be  released  against  our  Minuteman  and  Tit2m  missile 
silos  and  related  command  and  control  centers.  It  is  of  minor 
importance,  but  nevertheless  meaningful,  that  Soviet  nuclear 
warheads  are  not  considered  to  be  as  "clean*  as  U.S.  warheads,  which 
have  been  carefully  engineered  to  minimize  nuclear  contamination. 
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The  quite  aaaxlng  iaproveaents  In  guidance  ayiteas  and  MIRVlng 
techniques  for  Soviet  ZCSHa,  evidenced  In  recent  live  tests  of  the 
lastest  Soviet  lOSNSi  are  of  such  levels  that  the  Departaent  of 
Defense  has  recently  announced  that  Soviet  ICBHa  wlll>  by  the  turn 
of  the  decade  or  very  shortly  afterwards,  be  able  to  destroy  as  aany 
as  90%  of  O.S.  ICBMs  In  their  silos.  This  degree  of  vulnerability 
of  our  pristary  retaliatory  weapons,  achieved  by  a series  of 
carefully  considered  decisions  by  Soviet  leaders,  can  only  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  those  Soviet  leaders  do.  In  fact.  Intend  the 
destruction  of  our  ICBMs.  If  Soviet  leaders  were  priaarlly 
concerned  with  defense  through  strategic  deterrence,  rather  than 
with  a first-strike  capability,  they  would  have  designed  and 
deployed  totally  different  kinds  of  silsslles  with  saaller  warheads 
— slallar  to  those  on  O.S.  Mlnutesan  Ills. 


Adsdttedly,  the  effect  on  the  envlronawnt  of  the  United  States, 
and  in  particular  on  the  environment  of  the  Western  States,  Is  a 
factor  that  belongs  In  the  operational  justification  for  the  MX 
missile  program,  rather  than  In  the  Draft  Bnvlronmental  Impact 
Statement.  Nevertheless,  the  environmental  effects  of  a Soviet 
preemptive  attack  are  so  many  orders  of  magnitude  more  significant 
than  the  ones  dealt  with  In  .the  DEIS  study  that  I trust  and  urge 
that  they  will  be  considered  as  part  of  the  setting  In  which  the 
Draft  Bnvlronmental  Impact  Statement  will  be  evaluated. 


In  a similar  vein,  although  I am  pleased  that  the  MX  program 
will  provide  employment  for  many  American  citizens  and  serve  to 
stimulate  the  nation's  economy,  that  Is  not  the  primary  function  of 
the  MX  program.  To  give  the  economic  Impact  of  the  MX  program 
anything  other  than  the  most  minor  consideration  would  be  to  confuse 
the  ultimate  value  of  the  program  (the  end  — enhanced  survivability 
for  our  strategic  deterrent  force)  with  the  means  (MD  and 
production)  of  achieving  that  end.  This  form  of  confusion  leads  to 
the  kind  of  criticism  one  occasionally  sees  of  Defense  programs,  in 
which  It  is  shown  by  comparison  that  an  investment  of  Federal 
dollars  in  non-Defense  programs  would  create  more  jobs  than  a 
similar  number  of  dollars  Invested  In  Defense  programs. 


Apart  from  the  basic  fact  that  a non-Defense  program  provides 
the  nation  no  defense,  the  more  Important  point  is  that  the 
Constitution  charges  the  Federal  government  with  the  specific 
responsibility  for  providing  for  the  'comsKxi  defense.”  The  Federal 
government  Is  at  best  Inferentially  charged  with  helping  those  who 
'are  unemployed,  under  Its  obligation  to  provide  for  the  'general 
welfare.” 

In  susMary,  it  Is  my  hope  that  the  MX  program  will  be 
Implemented  In  full.  I am  pleased  that  the  adverse  environmental 
Impact  from  this  program  will  be  minimal  and,  therefore,  that 
environmental  Impact  considerations  need  cause  no  further  delay  in 
the  program's  implementation. 


With  kindest  regards, 


Sincerely, 


, John  M.  Fisher 
President 


JMF/psc 
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Public  Comments 


ROIEKT  A.  GEOX6INE.  PittlJtnl 
JOSEPH  F.  MALONEY,  S.enliry.Triaiiiftt 
JOHN  H.  LYONS.  Ill  Vi»  Prailjanl 
THOMAS  F.  MURPHY,  2t>J  Vica  Praiidant 
S.  FRANK  RAFTERY,  lid  Visa  PraiMant 
CHARLES  H.  PILLARD,  4th  Vita  PtaiidanI 


JOSEPH  T.  POWER,  ilh  Vica  Pratldant 
HAROLD  J.  lUOY,  tih  Vica  PraiidanI 
MARTIN  J.  WARD,  7lh  Vica  PtaiidanI 
WILLIAM  SIDELL,  Ilh  Vica  PrailJant 
ANGELO  COSCO,  tIh  Vica  PraiiJanl 
J.  C.  TURNER,  imh  Vica  Piaildcnt 


StudUitt^  and  Suuied 

AUCalCAN  FEDERAIION  OF  lAIOR-CONSIESS  OF  INDUSTIIAl  OISANIZATIONS 


!IS  SinEENtH  ST.,  N W.,  SalU  Ml  a WASHINSTON,  D.  C.  XMi 

(202J  347-1461 

««♦>-  ,1C  C X 


September  19,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 
Deputy  for  Environment 
and  Safety 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  MX; 

Milestone  II  has  just  been  received  by  this  Department.  Although 
the  September  5 deadline  for  comment  and  review  has  passed, 
please  allow  me  to  take  the  liberty  of  offering  this  letter  in 
support  of  the  expeditious  development  of  the  Missile-X  system. 

This  Department  is  primarily  concerned  that  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  in  compliance  with  CEQ  guidelines,  will  unnec- 
cessarily  impede  the  Full-Scale  Engineering  Development  (FSED) 
for  the  M-X  system. 

Our  support  for  the  production  of  this  system  is  based  upon 
two  aspirations  cherished  by  all  Americans  - a sound  national 
economy  and  a sound  national  security.  The  Building  Tradesmen 
believe  that  the  development  of  this  M-X  system  will  help  promote 
both  of  these  objectives. 

If  this  Department  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  this  matter, 
please  contact  our  office. 

With  best  regards,  I am 


RAG/ra 
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Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

HAtvi-v  SMindf' 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

I appreciate  receiving  your  letters  and  the  copy 
of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  on 
"MX;  Milestone  II". 

Comments  have  now  been  prepared  and  are  submitted 
herewith  on  behalf  of  the  organizations  listed  below. 

Yours  sincerely, 

Leonard  C.  Meeker 

Center  for  Law  and  Social  Policy 
1751  N Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20036 
(202)  872-0670 

Counsel  for; 

Federation  of  American  Scientists 
New  Directions 
Friends  of  the  Earth 


attachment;  Comments  on  draft  EIS  on  "MX ' Milestone  II" 
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Public  Comments 


August  30,  1978 


COMMENTS  ON  MX  MILESTONE  II 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


I.  Basing  Mode — Growth  of  the  MX  Program  as  a 

product  of  changes  in  the  strategic  climate. 

It  appears  from  the  Milestone  II  MX  EIS  that  the 
stimulus  for  the  development  of  a multiple  aim  point  (MAP) 
basing  mode  is  a belief  that  the  U.S.  silo-based  ICBM  forces 
are  becoming  increasingly  vulnerable.  Growing  vulnerability 
is  posited  as  the  result  of  expected  growth  in  the  size  of  the 
Soviet  strategic  force.  However,  none  of  the  assumptions 
that  have  led  planners  to  conclude  that  a certain  size  basing 
mode  (250  missiles,  5000  aim,  points)  is  necessary  have  been 
examined  in  the  EIS.  Thus  there  is  no  discussion  of  the 
possible  environmental  impact  in  the  event  thats  (1)  Soviet 
MIRV  forces  grow  at  a greater  rate  than  is  expected;  or  (2) 
that  the  Soviet  forces  presently  limited  in  size  by  SALT 
agreement  are  allowed  to  increase  at  an  unrestrained  rate. 

The  environmental  impacts  of  these  changes  in  the 
strategic  situation  would  be  great.  If  the  Soviets  should 
choose  to  increase  the  number  of  reentry  vehicles  in  their 
MIRV  missiles  in  the  face  of  U.S.  deployment  of  a 
multiple  aim  point  system,  then  to  ensure  U.S.  force 
survivability  the  projected  number  of  aim  points  would  have 
to  grow  as  a factor  of  Soviet  reentry  vehicle  growth.  This 
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would  also  be  true  in  the  event  that  the  number  of  deployed 
Soviet  missiles  increased  in  the  event  of  a SALT  breakdown. 

As  a result  of  these  two  uncertainties  about  the  size  of 
the  needed  multiple  aim  point  force,  the  .true  environmental 
impact  could  be  drastically  greater  than  the  Milestone  II 
EIS  projects. 

The  effect  of  an  increase  in  the  size  of  MX  deployment 
would  have  serious  environmental  consequences.  As  stated  in 
the  present  draft  EIS,  the  MX  missile  would  have  an  impact  on 
employment,  population,  and  environment  in  the  regions  in 
which  it  was  to  be  deployed.  These  impacts  v?ould  no  doubt 
become  far  more  dramatic  as  the  size  of  the  program  grew. 

As  a result  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  amount  of 
growth  that  the  MX  basing  system  would  be  subject  to,  it  will 
be  harder  for  its  ultimate  environmental  impact  to  be 
assessed.  The  proposition  that  the  size  of  the  multiple  aim 
point  basing  mode  is  relative  to  a changing  and  inestimable 
future  threat  needs  to  be  stated  in  the  Milestone  II  EIS. 
Additionally,  the  ranges  of  increase  in  the  system's  size 
should  be  determined  and  the  resulting  environmental  i.mpaot 
studied. 


3-2  (cont) 


These  impacts  need  to  be  addressed  a . an  early 
planning  stage  because  they  bear  heavily  on  the  feasibility 
of  the  MX  basing  concepts.  It  is  therefore  important  that 
they  be  assessed  in  the  Milestone  II  EIS. 
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Alternatives 


A.  Phasing  out  land-based  ICBMs.  Among  the  alter- 
natives not  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  is  a phasing  out  of  land- 
based  missiles  on  the  part  of  both  the  U..S.  and  USSR, 
Justification  for  the  MX  missile  is  laid  upon  an  apprehended 
increase  in  vulnerability  of  the  U.S,  land-based  ICBMs  to 
Soviet  nuclear  attack.  Coincidence  of  th;"  same  problem  for 

the  Soviet  land-based  force  could  lead  to  an  escalation  of 
ICBM  construction  on  both  sides  which  would  not  improve  the 
security  of  either.  Hence,  an  alternative  to  consider  is 
reducing  and  then  phasing  out  entirely  the  land-based 
strategic  nuclear  forces  of  the  U.S.  and  USSR. 

B.  Deployment  of , M:^  in' submarines.  Another  alternative 
not  considered  in  the  Milestone  II  basing  mode  EIS  is 
deployment  of  the  MX  missile  in  submarines.  Since  submarines 
have  already  demonstrated  their  value  for  carrying  long-range 
ballistic  missiles  and  since  there  is  presently  a new  submarine 
under  construction — Trident — which  could  carry  MX,  it  is 

% . V 

relevant  for  the  alternative  impacts  of  the  deployment  of  an 
MX  Missile  in  this  basing  mode  to  be  addressed.  Since  there 
are  presently  plans  for  the  development  of  a new  longer-range 
and  larger-pay load  Trident  II  missile,  which  will  have  many  of 
the  characteristics  of  the  MX,  exploration  of  this  alternative 
appears  particularly  relevant. 
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C.  Shift  from  land-basing  to  submarine-basin>j  of 
ICBMs.  As  an  aspect  of  both  the  foregoing  alternatives, 
consideration  should  be  given  to  replacement  of  U.S.  land- 
based  missiles  with  the  MX  deployed  on  submarines  that  might 
be  kept  relatively  near  to  land  and  bases  for  servicing.  Such 
a force  would  have  much  less  vulnerability  than  land-based 
ICBMs,  and  economic  costs  and  impacts  that  might  be  relatively 
moderate. 


3-3  (cont) 


D.  Deployment  of  single  warhead  missiles.  There  is 
no  discussion  in  the  EIS  of  the  possibility  of  deploying 
single-warhead  missiles  instead  of  the  presently  planned  MX 
missile.  The  vulnerability  of  .Minuteman  and  also  of  Soviet 
ICBMs  results  from  the  deployment  of  highly  accurate  MIRVed 
missiles.  By  reversing  this  trend  and  reducing  force  growth 
now,  we  might  bo  able  to  slow  the  arms  competition  between  the 
U.S.  and  USSR  and  thus  ease  future  defense-related  environmental 
degradation. 


3-4 


E.  Comparison  of  alternatives.  Under  the  CEQ 
Guidelines,  1500.8  Part  4,  environmental  analysis  should^ 

"be  sufficiently  detailed  to  reveal  the  agency’s  comparative 
evaluation  of  the  environmental  benefits,  costs,  and  risks  of 
the  proposed  action  and  each  alternative."  Thus  the  Milestone 
II  EIS  should  include  a thorough  examination  of  the  comparative 
impacts  of  the  alternatives. 
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III.  Impact  of  MX  in  Nuclear  War. 

The  ultimate  purpose  of  the  MX  project  is  to  deploy 
a new  highly  accurate  and  large  throw-weight  missile,  and  to 
deploy  a new, less  vulnerable  multiple  aim.  point  basing  mode. 
These  goals  have  environmental  implications  going  beyond  the 
impact  of  deployment  and  therefore  should  be  assessed  before 
the  program  proceeds  into  its  later  stages. 

The  deployment  of  a super-accurate  multi-warhead 
American  missile  could  create  the  perception  on  the  part  of 
the  Soviet  Union  that  their  land-based  missiles  were  threatened. 
They  might  then  respond  with  a MAP  system  of  their  own,  or 
they  might  decide  to  deploy  more  new  missiles.  This  in  turn 
would  force  the  United  States  to  react  and  perhaps  increase 
its  deployments.  Thus  the  MX  system  represents  a new 
escaJation  in  the  arms  race  in  terms  of  adding  nuclear  weapons 
to  each  side's  arsenal.  The  environmental  impact  of  this 
escalation  ought  to  be  assessed  at  an  early  stage  as  it  will 
provide  military  planners  with  the  information  necessary  to 
evaluate  the  risk  to  the  environment  that  will  ultimately  be 
posed  by  the  deployment  and  possible  use  of  tliis  system. 

In  addition,  the  purpose  of  the  MAP  basing  mode  is  to 
increase  dramatically  the  number  of  targets  that  the  Soviets 
must  attack  in  a first  strike.  Should  deterrence  break  down, 
or  should  limited  "counterforce  exchange"  take  pl^ce  between 
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the  U.S.  and  the  USSR,  the  impact  of  attacks  on  a MAP  system 
in  terms  of  the  number  of  attacking  weapons  could  be 
significantly  greater  than  they  would  be  if  our  missiles  were 
deployed  in  single  silos.  As  a result  there  might  be  a 
significantly  greater  amount  of  fallout  deposited  in  the 
Southwest  where  the  MX  is  to  be  deployed.  We  believe  that  an 
assessment  of  the  environmental  impact  of  an  attack  on  the  pro- 
posed MX  force  would  bear  directly  on  the  desirability  of  the 
MAP  deployment  mode,  and  aid  the  decision  maker  in  his 
evaluation  of  other  alternatives.  For  this  reason,  such  an 
analysis  should  bo  made  a part  of  the  Final  MX  Milestone  II  EIS. 

Global  fall-out  from  a nuclear  exchange  would  be  3-7 

further  magnified  in  large  degree  if  the  U.S. — and  the  USSR 
following  suit — were  to  proceed  to  fill  all  the  multiple  aim 
points  with  missiles,  ffhe  possibility  of  this  occurring  is 
obviously  influenced  by  the  difficulty  if  not  impossibility 
of  verifying  compliance  with  an  agreed  limitation  on  the  number  of 
missiles  once  a MAP  system  is  deployed.  The  comparative 
impact  of  nuclear  exchange  in  the  event  of  an  explosive  increase 
in  missile  deployment  should  also  be  analys^ed. 


National  Association  of  Regulatory  Utility  Commissioners 


Ru  n \Kh  A.  Ki  ki\. 

\iiuli  Dll  »•«»  I'uhlu  Su\ui* (.ummuMoii 

M.itv  t .\[\iuA  Huildiiig 

Hoiu.iuV  Ntiiili 

\'<)RM  \N  A.  JlllINMlS.  Jr,.  /',m(  r«.  Puuitm 

\h''i"!p|n  I'liMit  Si'tMir  CoiniimMtHi 
I'lih  Himh,  SiIKi^  M.uvOlltfc  lUiitdinR 

P.>.n>in,i  ll»\  1I7^ 

Nliwi.tippt 

HLHIR  I>.  H \RIiS.  \.„.,«n  ur 

Nn.iii.i  vmu  ( 

1 .IM  Klllll  -Sllivl 

^y#ol 


1102  Intirslilt  Commerce  Commlitlon  Building 
Condltutlon  Avtnut  and  Twcllth  Straat,  N.W. 
Pott  Olllce  Box  684,  Washington.  D.C.  20044 


September  13,  1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 
Deputy  for  Environment  8 Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

Thank  you  for  the  five  volume  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  the  Missile  X:  Milestone  II  System. 

We  do  not  have  comments  to  file  since  our  organization 
is  not  involved  in  this  area. 


GLpijrf 


Sincerely, 


Public  Comments 
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SIERRA  CLUB  530  Bush  Street  San  I'rancisco,  California  94108  (415)  981-8634 

i September  1978 

Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D, 

Deputy  for  Environment  S Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/NIQ) 

Pentagon,  Washington,  D.C.  20330 


Dear  Dr.  Stern, 

The  HX  missle  system  represents  a large  commitment  of  national  resources — 
expenditures  on  the  order  of  $20  billion  and  possibly  exclusive  use  of  almost 
4 million  acres  of  public  lands.  The  very  scale  of  these  figures  imply  that 
decisions  made  on  this  project  will  have  major  impacts  on  land  use,  on  the  econo- 
my, and  of  course,  on  the  defense  posture  of  the  V.S. 

I wish  to  preface  my  more  detailed  comments  by  saying  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  will  have  to  present  arguments  in  favor  of  this  project  that  justify 
its  scale  as  well  as  its  intent  if  the  Department  hopes  to  win  public  support 
for  MX  deployment. 

My  own  expertise  is  in  land  use  and  that  is  the  primary  focus  of  my  concerns. 

I was  priveleged  earlier  this  year  to  have  been  briefed  on  the  MX  project  by 
Colonel  Molnar  and  Major  Sabsevitz  from  the  missle  development  center  in  southern 
California.  At  that  time  I expressed  my  concern  over  the  program’s  lack  of 
communications  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
administrator  of  several  of  the  potential  development/deploymentsites.  There  is 
very  little  in  the  Milestone  II  documents  to  indicate  that  much  progress  has  been 
made  in  this  area.  The  only  conclusion  I can  draw  is  that  concerns  over  land 
use  questions  have  been  deferred  for  Milestone  III. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM}  planning  now  just  beginning  will  determine 
the  future  nature,  uses  and  values  of  the  BLM  lands  under  consideration  for  MX 
siting.  This  planning  includes  wilderness  inventory  and  many  other  programs 
mandated  by  Congress  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976.  It 
seems  impossible  to  accurately  evaluate  the  impacts  of  MX  deployment  without 
more  detailed  reference  to  BLM  planning,  as  this  is  the  best  source  for  documenting 
the  opportunity  costs  of  siting  MX  on  BLM  lands. 

I believe  such  considerations  are  appropriate  at  the  Milestone  II  phase 
because  though  there  are  substantial  differences  between  the  impacts  of  different 
basing  modes,  these  are  small  in  relation  to  the  total  impact  of  any  deployment 
as  envisioned;  and  the  Milestone  II  document  should  allow  evaluation  of  the 
basic  costs  of  the  system,  in  terms  of  land  uses  as  well  as  of  expenditures , 
as  this  is  a key  question  in  determining  whether  deployment  should  be  pursued 
at  all. 

The  major  choice  offered  in  the  Milestone  II  documents,  in  terms  of  impact 
on  land  use,  is  between  area  and  point  security.  The  implications  of  this 
decision  need  further  attention  in  this  BIS.  Some  of  the  questions  that  iimedi- 
ately  occurred  to  me  were:  in  the  case  of  point  security,  would  traffic  restric- 
tions be  necessary  on  roads  between  launch  points?  Would  cattle  operations  be 
compatible  with  the  use  of  the  roads  for  the  MX  system?  What  impacts  can  be 
expected  to  follow  public  access  to  previously  unroaded  areas? 

A major  impact  insufficiently  analyzed  in  the  EIS  concerns  use  of  scarce 
water  resources  for  construction  and  operation  of  an  MX  facility.  The  geotech- 
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3-2 


The  doctrine  of  strategic  deterrence  holds  that  maintaining  a 
survivable  retaliatory  force,  which  is  the  purpose  of  develop- 
ing the  MX  system,  will  make  less  likely  the  occurrence  of 
nuclear  war  with  its  associated  adverse  impacts.  Thus,  while 
the  possible  consequences  of  not  having  a sufficient  retali- 
atory capability  must  be  taken  into  account  when  considering 
strategic  programs,  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  environ- 
mental impacts  of  nuclear  war  in  the  MX:  Milestone  II  EIS. 


No  decisions  as  to  the  ultimate  size  of  a deployed  MX  system 
have  yet  been  made,  nor  will  any  such  decisions  be  made  as 
part  of  Milestone  II.  The  environmental  impacts  of  a deployed 
MX  syste,'  :ould  be  expected  to  vary  with  the  size  of  the  system. 
Unpredictable  changes  in  the  strategic  situation  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  Milestone  II  FSED  decision. 


3-3 


I 

I 

1 

1 

! 

j 
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The  U.S.  policy  of  strategic  deterence  is  embodied  in  the  Triad. 
Any  decision  to  modify  that  policy  must  be  made  by  the  Presi dent. 
The  Air  Force  is  not  proposing  a new  policy  or  reexamining  pre- 
sent philosophies.  Unless  there  is  a substantial  revision  in 
American  policy,  all  three  elements  of  the  Triad  are  expected 
to  be  retained.  It  is  within  this  context  that  the  Air  Force 
proposes  to  continue  the  MX  program  by  proceeding  with  the  next 
phase,  Full-Scale  Engineering  Development.  The  program  con- 
sists of  developing  two  components;  an  improved  ICBM,  and  a 
more  survivable  basing  mode.  The  goal  of  the  program  is  to  in- 
crease the  effectiveness  of  land-based  ICBMs.  The  Milestone  II 
EIS  examines  only  those  alternatives  that  can  contribute  to 
this  goal.  Therefore,  the  alternatives  suggested  in  the  com- 
ments are  not  reasonable.  In  addition,  both  the  premises  and 
the  conclusions  of  an  analysis  of  these  alternatives  would  be 
entirely  speculative. 
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nical  siting  criteria  do  not  seem  to  have  included  analysis  of  what  seems  to  me 
a central  question:  do  the  proposed  sites  have  enough  water  to  make  construction 
of  the  system  at  all  feasible?  Some  quantification  is  needed  to  answer  thir< 
question  and  the  suhseguent  question  of  what  the  cost  of  this  water  use  will  be 
in  terms  of  impacts  on  site  hydrology  and  limnology.  A key  question  in  this  area 
is  what  the  rate  of  recharge  of  groundwater  resources  are  and  whether  it  is 
sufficient  to  sustain  operation  of  the  MX  facility  over  its  projected  life, 
impacts  on  other  uses  and  users  of  water  in  the  area  should  also  be  addressed  in 
greater  detail:  the  mere  admission  that  water  tables  will  be  lowered  is  of  little 
use  in  evaluating  the  conseguences  to  be  expected. 

Likewise,  a more  direct  treatment  of  power  supply  for  the  facility  is 
needed.  The  BIS  does  imply  that  new  facilities  will  be  needed,  but  does  not 
address  who  will  be  responsible  for  providing  this  power  or  what  the  impacts  of 
generation  and  transmission  will  be. 

The  information  presented  on  the  biology  of  potential  sites,  and  particularly 
on  endangered  species,  is  far  from  complete.  This  is  not  a terrible  defect  in 
the  BIS  at  Milestone  li,  but  the  BIS  at  this  stage  should  indicate  that  there  is 
a problem  resulting  from  the  lack  of  thorough  biological  inventory  on  these  sites 
which  will  have  to  be  rectified  at  substantial  cost  to  the  project.  The  same 
is  true  regarding  archeological  resources. 

One  impact  ignored  in  the  BIS  is  the  role  of  surface  disturbance  from  con- 
struction and  roadbuilding  as  a vector  in  the  distribution  of  Coccidioidomycosis , 
a fungai  lung  disease  contracted  from  spores  found  in  certain  arid  soil  types  in 
the  southwest. 

A key  issue  I would  like  to  see  addressed  in  the  Milestone  II  BIS  is  the 
mechanism  existing  or  proposed  for  land  acguisition  for  MX  deployment — both  from 
private  owners  and  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  While  the  financial  aspects 
of  weapons  acguisition  are  treated  in  the  BIS,  the  legal  pathways  to  acquisition 
of  a deployment  site  are  not.  How  the  possible  changes  in  land  use  goals  and 
uses  will  be  evaluated  is  essential  information  to  those  patties— ranchers , miners, 
Jandowners,  recreationists , and  environmentalists— primarily  interested  in  the  MX 
project  as  it  affects  land  use.  They  want  to  know  how  their  concerns  will  be 
evaluated  and  how  the  action  that  affects  their  interests— the  acguisition  of  lands- 
will  operate. 

I wish  to  thank  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  for  soliciting  my  comments 
on  this  matter.  I am  sorry  I will  not  be  able  to  attend  the  public  bearing  on 
the  BIS,  but  hope  these  written  comments  will  be  adequate  to  express  my  views. 

I hope  these  comments  are  useful  to  you,  and  if  there  is  any  question  I urge 
you  to  call  me  for  clarification.  If  possible,  I would  greatly  appreciate  ^uur 
written  response  to  my  comments. 


Sincerely  yours. 


National  Conservation  Staff 
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If  a decision  were  made  to  deploy  a single  warhead  system 
with  a capability  equivalent  to  the  proposed  MX  system,  it 
is  obvious  that  greater  environmental  impact  would  result. 
This  is  because  a much  larger  number  of  aimpoints  would  be 
reqsiired. 


The  Milestone  II  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  incor- 
porates analyses  of  comparative  impacts  of  the  alternatives 
which  are  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  selecting  a basing 
mode  for  FSED. 


The  Air  Force  does  not  agree  that  the  MX  system  would  be  an 
escalation  in  the  arms  race.  On  the  contrary,  Pdr  Force  analy- 
sis shows  that  the  system  would  be  a stabilizing  influence  be- 
cause it  would  perseirve  a major  portion  of  the  U.S.  strategic 
deterrent  force,  and  therefore  make  war  less  likely. 


The  proposed  action  would  add  to  the  prevention  rather  than 
the  incitement,  of  nuclear  war.  Therefore,  the  effects  of  a 
war  which  the  action  should  deter  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
EIS. 


The  Air  Force  recognizes  that  on-going  land  and  resource  use 
planning  is  an  important  element  of  public  land  administration. 
Coordination  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  begun  and 
will  continue  throughout  Full  Scale  Engineering  Development 
and  the  deployment  area  selection  process. 


The  land  use  implications  of  a decision  between  area  and  point 
security  will  be  more  fully  analyzed  in  the  deployment  area 
selection  EIS,  and  are  discussed  in  Volume  IV,  Section  1.1.2. 
Roads  between  launch  points  would  be  specially  designed  to  ac- 
comodate the  large  transporter  vehicles.  Public  use  of  these 
roads  is  envisioned  in  the  point  security  option.  As  such, 
some  traffic  restrictions  may  be  necessary  for  security  and 
safety  reasons  while  missiles  are  being  transported.  Details 
of  the  operational  concept  and  public  interfaces  will  be 
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the  operational  concepts  have  not  yet  been  defined,  it  appears 
that  ranching  operations  would  be  compatible  with  the  use  of 
MX  roads. 


3-10  As  indicated  in  Volume  IV,  Section  1.2.3,  most  of  the  basing 
mode  comparison  areas  have  sufficient  quantities  of  water 
physically  available.  At  some  locations  it  would  be  necessary 
to  acquire  existing  water  rights,  thus  excluding  some  present 
users.  The  Air  Force  does  not  want  to  do  this.  Recent  studies 
indicate  that  some  BMCAs  have  sufficient  unappropriated  water, 
but  further  evaluation  is  required.  While  the  site  screening 
criteria  did  not  include  available  unappropriated  water,  the 
site  selection  process  will  place  great  emphasis  on  this  cri- 
teria. The  water  issue  will  be  evaluated  in  the  deployment 
area  selection  EIS. 


3-11  Power  supply,  biology,  endangered  species,  archaeological  re- 
sources and  disease  vectors  will  be  studied  relative  to  specific 
candidate  siting  areas  and  reported  in  the  deployment  area  se- 
lection EIS,  They  are,  however,  beyond  the  scope  of  the  Mile- 
stone II  EIS. 

Coccidioidomycosis  is  a fungal  disease  of  the  lungs  that  is 
endemic  to  large  areas  of  the  southwestern  U.S.  The  disease 
is  especially  prevalent  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  of  California, 
hence  its  common  name.  Valley  Fever.  The  disease  is  not  normally 
very  serious  and  people  who  have  been  raised  or  lived  for  sev- 
eral years  in  the  southwest  are  generally  resistant  to  it  by 
virtue  of  previous  exposure. 

The  fungal  spores  are  found  in  the  dust  and  the  disease  is 
spread  by  dust  storms  in  many  cases.  Persons  working  in  a 
situation  in  which  they  are  exposed  to  dust  are  particularly 
liable  to  exposure  to  Valley  Fever.  Examples  of  such  people 
are  heavy  equipment  operators,  farmers,  and  archaeologists.  In 
cases  where  large  quantities  of  surface  dust  are  produced,  pre- 
vailing winds  could  e.xpose  persons  residing  downwind.  This 
apparently  happens  following  major  dust  storms  .in  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley.  Persons  associated  with  MX- related  construction  and 

(cont.) 
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COMMENT 

NO. 


RESPONSE 


3-11  persons  in  nearby  toTis  might,  therefore,  be  exposed  to  Valley 
Fever. 

A direct  and  detailed  assessment  of  the  potential  problems  of 
coccidioidomycosis  as  they  relate  to  MX-related  construction 
must  await  site  selection.  When  a deployment  site  has  been 
selected,  analysis  of  the  problems  of  Valley  Fever  will  be  ad- 
dressed in  detail  if  the  selected  site  is  in  an  area  where 
coccidioidomycosis  is  endemic. 


3-12  The  Milestone  II  DEIS  does  discuss  possible  land  acquisition 
costs  of  the  system  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  land  required, 
depending  on  which  basing  mode  and  which  security  configura- 
tion is  chosen  (see  Volume  IV.)  More  extensive  land  value 
surveys  will  be  performed  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  which 
is  the  designated  agency  for  such  studies,  as  the  site  selec- 
tion activity  proceeds.  The  results  of  those  studies  will  be 
presented  in  the  deployment  area  selection  EIS. 
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Burlington,  Colorado 
September  5,  1978 


The  Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(SAF-MIQ) 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 


Cr  Dear  Sir: 


This  is  a letter  from  the  Burlington  Colorado  Chamber 
of  Commerce  protesting  the  use  of  South  Plains  Area  for  a 
MX  Missle  location. 

About  8,000  square  miles  of  three  states  including 
Colorado,  Kansas  and  Nebraska  would  be  used.  Included 
in  this  acreage  are  acres  of  irrigated  land,  dry  land  and 
grazing  land.  This  area  is  inhabited  by  a large  number  of 
people  who  have  been  there  since  the  day  of  homesteading. 

It  is  possible  that  whole  towns  would  be  wiped  out  and 
the  cost  to  the  government  would  be  astronomical. 

Surely  there  is  land  in  the  United  States  that  has  few 
people  and  not  used  for  Agriculture. 


Yours  teuly, 

^ i ^ c ^ 

Burlington  Colairado 
Chamber  of  Commerce 
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September  21,  1978 

The  Deputy  for  Envirn.&Safety 
SAF/MI<3 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  Slrsi 

Our  group  in  Denver  is  very  concerned  about  the  plans 
for  placing  the  MX  Missile  in  one  of  t he  seven  areas 
specified  as  "geotechnically"  feasible  by  the  Air  Force. 
The  South  Platte  Plains  area.  Northeast  of  Denver,  is 
a heavily  agricultural  area  and  also  heavily  populated 
compared  to  many  of  the  other  six  possible  sites.  Al- 
so on  page  IV-71  of  the  DEIS  one  reads  that  our  area 
is  100<  owned  by  private  landowners,  and  therefore  the 
expense  for  the  government  may  be  more  to  procure  the 
necessary  acreage.  Throughout  the  report  there  are 
inconsistencies  when  discussing  the  agricultural  use 
of  our  land  area  and  the  amount  of  irrigation.  On  page 
IV-61  of  the  DEIS  you  say  that  "due  to  shallow  ground- 
water"  and  then  you  continue  on  to  say  that  the  ver- 
ticle  shelter  basing  mode  may  not  be  suitable.  This 
land  is  farmed  and  farmers  take  great  offense  when 
the  crop  importance  is  downplayed  (IV-64,  1,2.3.7.7.). 

The  area  is  highly  agricultural-  both  grazing  land  and 
cropland  would  be  greatly  disturbed.  When  the  Air  Force 
came  to  brief  the  Yuma  area  on  Tuesday,  September  19th, 
there  was  considerable  concern  expressed  by  area  farmers 
about  the  possibility  of  procuring  our  land  in  I98O-I 
when  the  siting  may  take  place.  There  were  often  evasive 
answers  given  by  the  Major  in  regards  to  specific  in- 
quiries about  the  land  use  and  land  procurement  by  the 
government.  I realize  that  the  siting  will  not  be  done 
for  at  least  three  years,  but  I have  one  major  concern! 
as  the  book  gave  different  possibilities  for  the  basing 
mode,  and  it  already  seems  that  you  have  chosen  the  ver- 
ticle  mode,  or  at  least  prefer  it  over  the  trench  sys- 
tem, why  weren't  we  as  citizens  given  hearings-  not 
briefings,-  to  give  our  important  imput?  The  first  vol- 
ume  of  the  DEIS  explains  the  citizen/government  inter- 
olay  and  says  that  hearings  may  be  called?  How  much 
citizen  input  roust  there  be  to  require  hearings?  Are 
we  truly  assured  to  have  hearins  in  all  the  possible 
sites  before  the  next  phase  goes  through?  We,  in  the 
South  Platte  Plains  area, demanded  that  you  brief  us. 


•A  f/i. 
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MX  Missile  Comments  p,2 

and  you  came  to  Yuma  and  to  Nebraska  and  Kansas  as  well. 
But  when  talking  to  the  Air  Force  personnel  after  the 
Yuma  briefing  the  19th,  I was  informed  that  we  were  the 
only  area,  besides  the  Southern  California  “scheduled" 
hearing,  that  that  was  able  to  deal  directly  with  the 
Air  Force.  Are  you  really  soliciting  the  public's  in- 
put when  no  hearings  were  scheduled  for  the  first  set 
of  DEIS  subjects-  the  basing  node  and  environmental 
effects? 


4-2 (cont) 


Please  comment  on  my  questions  concerning  the  incon- 
sistencies concerning  agricultural  land  use  and  land/ 
water  quality  on  page  one  of  this  letter,  and  secondly, 
comment  on  the  process  that  we  as  citizens  have  to  give 
feedback  concerning  issues  in  the  various  DEIS  along 
the  way  of  the  development  of  the  MX.  Will  we  see  our 
comments  mentioned  at  the  end  of  the  next  DEIS?  Will 
our  comments  be  considered,  errors  corrected,  as  the 
Air  Force  Major  said  during  our  Yuma  briefing? 


I fear  that  the  siting  will  alreay  be  decided  before  the 
next  briefings  or  hearings  as  was  the  basing  mode  and 
apparently,  according  to  the  slides,  the  Area/Point  Secur- 
ity issue.  We  heard  that  point  security  is  more  prac- 
tical and  would  more  than  likely  be  used  if  v/e  do  have 
the  MX  Missile.  Was  there  citizen  imput  on  this  Area/ 
Point  Security  issue? 


4-2 (cent) 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  I fear  that  we,  the 
educated  public,  are  not  given  a fair  hearing  on  these 
issues  concerning  the  MX.  In  fact,  we  are  not  given  a 
real  hearing,  where  we  can  give  testimony,  at  all.  I 
sincerely  hope  the  next  "hearings"  wil  truly  be  hear- 
ings as  the  Environmental  Agentry  allows  and  not  just 
Air  Force  briefings.  However,  I do  thank  the  Majors 
for  coming  to  Yuma  and  seeing  the  land  firsthand. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Jni  d' 

Letitia  Smith,  coor- 
dinator for  CaLC 
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First  United  Methodist  Church 

2723  North  50th  Street 
Lincoln,  Nebraska  68504 
Taltphone  466-1906 


C.  £bb  Mundtn.  Senior  Minister 
0.  J.  Scott,  Minister  o(  Edticetion 
James  A.  Stillman,  Minister  of  Young  Adults 
Coleen  J.  Seng,  Community  Worker 
Charles  Tritt,  Organist/Choirmaster 


September  11,  1978 


TO;  Dr.  Carlos  Stern,  Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
FROM;  Political  Action  Task  Force,  First  United  Methodist  Church 
RE;  Proposed  M-X  Missile  Site 


Whereas  the  United  Methodist  Church  affirms  in  its  Social  Creed, 

that. . . 

"We  dedicate  ourselves  to  peace  throughout  the  world  and  to 
the  rule  of  justice  and  law  among  nations."; 

And  whereas  the  United  States  is  developing  weapons  with  a first- 
strike  capability,  that  would  be  used  in  initiating  a nuclear 
exchange ; 

And  whereas  one  of  these  missiles,  variously  called  the  M-X  or 
Missile-X,  is  now  being  considered  for  siting  in  western 
Nebraska,  thereby  bringing  great  hardship  on  all  Nebraska 
through  adverse  ecological  effects  on  land,  water  tables, 
wildlife  and  persons;  as  well  as  higher  taxes,  a boom-bust 
economic  cycle  in  Western  Nebraska,  the  removal  of  many 
persons  from  their  homes  and  land,  and  the  danger  of  both 
nuclear  accidents  and  nuclear  attack; 

And  whereas  no  hearing  has  been  held  in  Nebraska  in  the  determina- 
tion of  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to  answer 
many  serious  questions  about  the  desirability  of  such  a 
weapon  and  its  siting  in  Nebraska  and  surrounding  states; 

Therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  the  Political  Action  Task  Force 
of  First  United  Methodist  Church  requests  that  a public  hearing 
be  held  in  the  areas  effected  by  the  siting.  And  further  that 
the  Political  Action  Task  Force  of  First  United  Methodist 
Church  opposes  construction  of  the  M-X  Missile  anywhere  in 
the  United  States  as  a waste  of  $40  billion  of  the  taxpayers' 
money. 
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430  South  16th  Street 
Lincoln,  NE  68508 
September  1,  1978 


Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
SAF/MIQ 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

We  are  a statewide  group,  Nebraskans  for  Peace,  who  work  on 
a range  of  issues:  national  spending  priorities  and  human  needs; 
world  hunger  and  the  survival  of  the  family  farm;  safe  energy  and 
nuclear  disarmament.  Many  of  our  members  and  four  of  our  twelve 
Board  Members  are  Nebraska  landowners.  Therefore,  we  have  studied 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  MX:  Milestone  II  with 
some  care. 

We  have  some  questions  to  ask  and  comments  to  make.  These 
concern  public  response,  the  ^ize  and  location  of  a possiole  site 
in  Nebraska,  safety,  economics,  national  security,  transportation, 
protected  species,  and  some  definition  of  terms. 

Assessed  Public  Response  and  the  Distribution  of  the  Draft  Statement 

The  section  of  the  Draft  Impact  Statement  on  ’’Key  Environmental 
Issues"  says  it  considers  "various  points  of  view  concerning  the  MX 
project  that  are  expected  to  be  expressed  by  the  public  and  private 
sectors,  including  government  agencies,  special  interest  groups, 
conservationists  and  others."  (IV-73)  We  want  to  know  if  any  farm 
organizations  were  consulted.  If,  as  we  believe,  they  were  not,  how 
did  the  authors  of  the  report  assess  "points  of  view"  on  land  owner- 
ship and  economics  in  western  Nebraska? 

In  Nebraska,  if  the  list  in  Volume  V,  Appendix  A is  complete, 
no  towns  actually  inside  the  affected  area  were  sent  copies  of 
the  Draft  Impact  Statement.  Therefore,  we  would  like  to  know  how 
opinion  on  the  "very  great"  impact  the  MX  would  have  on  local 
government  was  evaluated?  Were  any  local  mayors  or  government 
officials  consulted? 

Were  Members  or  staff  of  Boards  of  Natural  Resource  Districts 
asked  for  their  opinions  on  water  use? 

Were  elected  officials  or  staff  of  Public  Power  asked  for  their 
reactions  to  the  "very  great"  use  of  electrical  energy  projected? 

If  these  people  and  organizations  were  not  consulted,  how  could 
you  "assess  various  impacts  as  perceived  by  interested  parties"?  (IV-73) 
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These  ere  not  rhetorical  questions.  We  want  to  understand  how 
you  can  rate  "sensitivities"  to  various  factors  or  examine  "the 
perspectives  of  the  various  groups  potentially  interested  in  the 
impacts  of  the  project". (IV-V ) Figure  3-2  refers  to  one  of  the 
steps  involved  in  analysis  as  identification  of  "adversary  view- 
points on  the  MX"  (IV-78) ; we  cannot  understand  how  the  report 
identified  any  viewpoints  of  affected  parties. 

If  the  viewpoint  identification  process  is  part  of  the  "detailed 
technical  studies  in  support  of  each  volume"  v;hich  are  available 
for  reference,"  (1-62)  we  would  like  to  examine  the  relevant 
sections  for  land,  economics,  local  government,  electrical  energy, 
water  and  safety. 

This  last  category,  safety,  apparently  means  "concern  for  the 
dangers  of  the  presence  of  nuclear  materials  nearby  and  the  possibility 
of  nuclear  accidents" . (IV-86)  We  have  to  agree  with  your  point  that 
some  impacts  "are  highly  subjective  and  must  be  related  to  the 
possible  perceptions  of  individuals  with  differing  viewpoints,"  (1-56) 
and  would  add  that  safety  would  certainly  be  one  such  impact.  We 
would  especially  like  to  know  how  you  arrived  at  your  conclusion 
that  the  impact  of  safety  is  "small"  for  our  area — in  fact,  "small" 
for  almost  all  areas  and  basing  modes. 

Would  you  agree  that  the  "calculation  of  impact  acceptability" 

(Fig  3-1,  1-59)  is  an  imprecise,  unscientific  process,  lacking 
verification  such  as  could  be  provided  by  an  objective  opinion  poll? 

If  that  assertion  is  unfair,  please  provide  us  with  the  facts. 


How  Large? 

Table  2-1  "Summary  of  Land  Ownership  Status"  (IV-71)  for  the 
South  Platte  Plains  BMCA  shows  5,300  square  miles  of  private  land. 

The  Table  1-2  (IV-13)  for  "Exclusion  Area  Required"  for  Vertical 
Shelter/Area  Security  shows  4,771  square  miles  (nominal  values,  all 
areas) . For  area  security  the  "exclusion  area"  in  the  "deployment 
area"  (iv-67)  is  said  to  be  "between  4,700  and  6,500  square  miles." 

And  the  paragraph  (IV-61)  describing  the  map  for  the  South  Platte 
Plains  BMCA  says,  "The  outlined  areas,  representing  the  BMCA,  contain 
approximately  8,000  square  miles.  . ,"  Yet  the  8,000  square  mile 
sample  deployment  area  is  said  to  be  "not  enough  for  full  deployment 
In  the  point  security  configuration,  ..."  (IV-18) 

In  Table  3-2  the  figure  14,612  square  miles  is  given  as  the  area 
necessary  for  vertical  shelter  with  point  security.  Is  this  a typo- 
graphical error?  The  figure  is  so  large  we  have  hesitated  to  quote„it. 
An  additional  6,905  square  miles  is  listed  as  "restrictive  easement 
area;  therefore,  would  it  be  a correct  reading  of  Table  3-2  to  say 
that  the  MX  basing  mode  of  vertical  shelter  with  point  security 
requires  21,517  square  miles?  (IV-77) 


4-4  (cdnt) 


4-5 


4-6 


4-7 
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We  find  the  different  figures  on  land  use  confusing.  Would 
it  be  possible  to  uiake  One  chart  showing  how  much  land  would  be 
used  and  for  what  purposes  with  area  security  and  with  point  security 
if  the  MX  is  located  in  the  South  Platte  Plains? 


Where? 


Following  is  a list  of  towns  compiled  from  looking  at  a road 
map  and  comparing  it  to  Figure  1-11. (lV-62)  All  are  generally  in 
the  area  under  consideration  for  the  MX.  We  would  like  to  know 
more  exactly  1)  which  towns  are  inside  the  BMCA;  2)  which  towns 
are  inside  the  BMCA  but  not  listed  here;  and  3)  which  ones  are  outside. 


Potter 

Grant 

Hayes  Center 

Dalton 

Madrid 

Big  Springs 

Gurley 

Elsie 

Dickens 

Lodgepole 

Grainton 

Enders 

Chappell 

;'Jallace 

Wauneta 

Brule 

Lamar 

Culbertson 

Venango 

Champion 

Hamlet 

Brandon 

Imperial 

Palisade 

Dix 

Ogallala 

Safety 


Safety  is  the  aspect  of  the  Draft  Impact  Statement  we  found 
to  be  the  most  inadequate.  We  were  simply  unable  to  find  an  analysis 
of  the  two  aspects  of  public  safety:  the  possibility  that  "the 
project  and  its  environs"  could  be  "a  nuclear  target"  and  "the 
possibility  of  an  accident  resulting  in  a radioactive  spill  in  areas 
with  public  access."  (IV-102)  The  report  referred  to  "concern"  about 
these  two  matters,  but  never  attempted  to  assess  the  realism  of  such 
a concern.  That  is,  we  could  find  no  assessment  of  the  probability 
of  an  area  chosen  for  the  MX  site  becpming  a nuclear  target  or  being 
accidentally  contaminated  with  radiation. 

Psychological  terms  were  the  only  ones  employed  by  the  report. 
For  example; 

Nuclear  Hazard  Perceptions  People  living  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  site  may  perceive  a danger  to  themselves  because  of  the 
nearby  presence  of  nuclear  weapons,  or  because  they  view  the 
region  as  a target  area.  . . .The  perception  is  likely  to  be 
greater  with  point  security  deployment  because  people  will  live 
within  the  area,  the  area  will  be  of  large  size,  and  there  will 
be  an  awareness  that  armed  missiles  are  being  moved  above 
surface  within  the  area,  (emphasis  added)  (1-98) 
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We  think  it  is  of  greatest  importance  for  the  Air  Force  to  be 
hone&t  with  people  living  in  potential  MK  sites  about  safety.  The 
following  questions  indicate  the  line  of  inquiry — completely 
untouched  in  the  Draft  Impact  Statement — that  is  needed  for  a 
fair  and  complete  evaluation  of  the  MX's  environmental  impact: 


1)  What  is  the  danger  of  a "nuclear  spill"  if  point  security 
is  chosen  and  the  missile  transporters  carry  armed  re-entry 
vehicles  on  public  roads?  (IV-102)  If  such  an  ever# occurred, 
however  unlikely,  what  would  be  the  effects  on  people  in  nearby 
cars  or  homes?  If  our  area  is  chosen  for  the  MX  with  point  security, 
would  there  be  any  special  precautions  taken  for  traffic  on 
Interstate  80? 


2)  What  is  the  danger  of  "intruders"  (1-35)?  Under  point  security 
could  a readable  vehicle  with  an  armed  nuclear  warhead  be  hijacked? 


3)  Does  location  of  the  MX  in  an  area  mean  that  the  area  will  more 
likely  be  targetted  by  Russian  thermonuclear  weapons  than  if  no 
MX  were  built  there?  Specifically,  if  western  Nebraska,  part 

of  the  South  Platte  Plains  BMCA,  is  chosen  to  be  the  MX  site, 
will  it  become  a Russian  nuclear  target?  Would  it  be  one  target 
among  many  or  would  it  be  a prime  target? 

4)  If  the  MX  site  is  not  likely  to  be  a target,  why  was  "very  low 
population  densities"  (1-37)  a>positive  factor  in  identifying 
potential  sites?  How  was  the  "screening  criteria"  of  requiring 
an  area  to  be  eighteen  nautical  miles  from  cities  with  1970  pop- 
ulations of  25,000  or  more  and  three  nautical  miles  from  cities  having 
between  5,000  and  25,000  in  1970?  (IV-16)  Are  these  distances 
sufficient  to  protect  the  short  and  long  term  health  of  their 
populations  if  the  MX  area  were  attacked  with  nuclear  weapons? 


5)  What  does  the  Air  Force  believe  are  the  odds  that  there  will 
be  a nuclear  exchange  in  the  1980s?  The  l990s?  The  first  decade 
of  the  21st  Century?  What  studies  have  been  undertaken  on  these 
probabilities?  Is  it  correct  to  say  that  if  there  were  no  danger 
of  nuclear  attack,  there  would  be  no  need  for  the  MX? 


4-14 


6)  If  the  MX  were  built  in  western  Nebraska  and  if  the  Russians 
attacked  it  with  nuclear  weapons,  how  many  people  would  be  killed 
immediately?  How  many  would  die  after  a few  weeks  from  the  radiation? 
Would  people  living  in  Scottsbluff,  North  Platte,  Kearney,  Grand 
Island,  Lincoln  or  Omaha  be  affected?  In  what  ways? 


4-15 


For  hardware,  the  Draft  Impact  Statement  provides  a considerable 
amount  of  examination  of  "protection  against  nuclear  weapons  effects" 
(1-14),  "air  blast  and  radiation  protection  during  an  attack  (1-28), 
"survivability,"  "surviving  capability"  (1-38),  "nuclear  survivability" 
(1-48)  and  "vulnerability/survivability"  (1-82)  and  so  on.  We  believe 
the  Final  Impact  Statement  should  review  with  equal  thoroughness  the 
ability  and  probability  of  human  beings'  survival. 


4-16 


VI  - 4-8  Public  Comnents 


5 


Economic  Impact 


When  the  Draft  Impact  Statement  says  of  our  area  that  "Ina^dequate 
quantity  or  quality  of  groundwater  limits  the  development  or  ^sic/ 
irrigated  agriculture"  {IV-61)  it  leads  us  to  question  the  author's 
famliarity  with  the  enormous  growth  of  center-pivot  irrigation  in 
the  Nebraska  area  outlined  in  the  BMCA.  Was  the  investment  in 
irrigation  in  recent  years  considered  in  your  analysis  of  the 
economy  of  the  area? 


With  point  security,  what  would  happen  to  the  center  pivot 
systems  inside  the  "restrictive  clear  zone"  of  about  a square 
mile  around  each  aimpoint?  {IV-68)  If  "no  structures  would  be 
allowed"in  the  mile  square  area,  would  the  pivots  be  considered 
a structure  and  therefore  not  allowed? 


4-17 


4-18 


Is  the  cost  of  purchase  of  private  land  included  in  the  current 
estimate  of  $20  billion  1976  dollars  for  the  MX  system's  construction? 
(1-49)  What  is  the  estimate  for  the  price  of  the  land  in  the  South 
Platte  Plains  BMCA? 


4-19 


The  national  economic  trend  which  has  perhaps  the  greatest  effect 
on  us  is  inflation,  and  we  were  surprised  to  see  that  the  Draft  Impact 
Statement  ommitted  mention  of  inflation  in  its  economics  discussion. 
While  we  understand  that  the  costs  of  the  MX  cannot  be  firmly  establish- 
ed until  contracts  are  let  (1-49),  nevertheless,  we  assume  there  are 
cost  estimates  from  which  the  inflationary  impact  can  be  computed. 

We  believe  the  economic  impact  assessment  is  incomplete  without  an 
estimate  of  'he  inflationary  effect  of  building  the  MX. 


4-20 


National  Security  Considerations 

The  Draft  Impact  Statement  says  the  deterrent  value  of  the  U.S. 
ICBM  force  "may  be  questionable  by  the  mid-1980s"  (1-5)  and  therefore 
the  "strategic  stability"  of  the  U.S.  could  be  "endangered" . (IV-123) 
Why  is  this  assessment  so  at  variance  with  that  of  the  Arms  Control 
and  Disarmament  Agency's  report  released  August  30th?  What  factors 
are  assessed  differently  that  account  for  the  opposite  conclusions 
on  the  need  for  the  MX  to  defend  the  U.S.? 


4-21 


Transportation 

What  would  Ijappen  to  the  "several  railroad  lines  passing  through 
parts  of  the  area"  (IV-66)  if  the  MX  is  located  in  the  South  Platte 
Plains  with  area  security  and  vertical  silos?  With  point  security? 


Protected  Species 

Would  the  Black  Footed  Ferret  be  made  extinct  if  the  MX  is  located 
in  Nebraska?  The  Mountain  Plover? 


Public  Comments  VI  - 4-9 


6. 


t 

i 

I 

i Definitions 

1 

References  are  made  to  a decision-making  body  called  the 
Defense  System  Acquisition  Review  Council,  DSARC.  Could  you 
explain  who  sits  on  DSARC,  what  their  individual  qualifications 
1 are,  and  what  authority  DSARC  has? 

What  is  a "statute  mile"?  (1-38)  What  is  a "nautical  mile"? 
i (IV-16)  Please  provide  a formula  to  translate  them  into  ordinary 

I miles. 

Does  "area  security"  mean  that  everyone  who  now  lives  in 
an  area  would  have  to  leave  it?  What  happens  to  the  towns, 
homes,  farms  and  ranches? 


Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration  to  our  comments. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Rev.  David  McCreary,  ' 
President,  Nebraskans  £br  Peace 

Marilyn^JcNabb 
Chair,  MX  Task  Force 


VI  - 4-10  Public  Comments 


4-24 

4-25 

4-26 


STOP  MX  COALITION 
601  East  6th  Street 
Tucson,  Arizona  8 5 705 
(602)  792--4531 


August  24 , 1978 

Dr.  Carlos  Stern,  Deputy 
for  Environment  & Safety 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington, D.  C . 20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

We  request  an  extension  of  the  review  period  of  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement;  MX:  Milestone  II . 

We  petition  your  office  for  an  extension  for  the  following  reasons: 

1 . The  Arizona  State  Clearinghouse  has  not  received  an  adequate 
number  of  copies  of  the  DEIS.  We  are  aware  of  a similar  prob- 
lem in  Nevada,  Colorado  and  California. 

2.  The  issuance  of  the  DEIS  , and  the  public  hearing  has  not  been 
adequately  advertised.  We've  talked  to  a number  of  citizens 
in  Lompoc,  California  and  other  communities  who  were  not 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  DEIS  has  been  issued,  and  that  a public 
hearing  will  take  place  on  August  30,  1978. 

3„  The  magnitude  and  complexity  of  the  DEIS.  More  time  is  needed 
to  adequately  review  the  voluminous  information. 

We  believe  that  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  should  grant  this  extension 
to  comply  with  the  following  laws: 

1.  0MB  Circula'r  No.  A-95. 

2,  Depar«,.nent  of  Defense:  Office  of  the  Secretary;  Environmental 
Considerations  in  Department  of  Defense  Actions  -32  CFR  Part 
214;  39  FR  14699  (Apr.  26,  1-974). 


Sincerely, 

Carmine  F.  Cardamone 
Director 


Public  Comments 


VI  - 4-11 


/Ot  '■ 


MJIpglUomen  Involved  In  Form  economic/ 


/iug.  22,  1978 


The  Jeputy  for  Environment  & Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretaiy  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/hIQ) 

'-bshington,  U.O.  20330 

Dear  Sir: 

As  '.'TIFE  members  of  Ogallala  Cnapter  #72  and  land  ovmers  in  the  South 
Platte  Plains  HX  KLssle  Deployment  Site,  we  respectfully  request  that  a public 
hearing  be  held  at  a centrally  located  community  in  this  area.  Suggested 
locations  for  said  hearing  are  Ogallala,  Nebraska;  Sterling,  Colorado;  or 
Colby,  Kansas. 


Would  you  also  stnd  us  Information  as  to  ‘^t  other  sites  are  under 
consideration  and  how  they  are  ranked  according  to  desireability  by  the 
Air  Force. 


Another  question  that  we  have  is  what  was  the  rationale  behind  sending 
lfl?)act  statements  to  the  South  ’■■leat  Nebraska  Council  of  Governments  at  KeCook, 
Nebraska  and  the  Panhandle  Resource  Council'  in  Scottsbluff,  Nebraska  since 
niether  town  lies  in  the  site  area? 


4- 


Ve  hove  a numoer  of  concerns  regarding  land  rights,  economics,  electrical 
energy  use,  local  governments,  water,  transportation  and  impact  on  the  future 
development  of  the  South  Platte  Plains  site.  In  reviewing  the  map  of  the  site 
it  appears  that  much  of  the  land  is  prime  irrigated  farmland. 


Information  explaining  the  various  concerns  stated  in  the  previous 
paragraph  needs  to  be  made  available  to  the  public  and  a hearing  would 
facilitate  Ahat  process. 


Please  advise  if,  '.dten,  and  where  such  a hearing  would  be  held. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 

J" Cl >'j( 

Shirley  A,  Parks,  Spokeswoman  for  'xfIFE 
Chapter  #72 

303  B,  9th  St. 

Ogallala,  Nebraska  691^3 

phone:  AC  308  - 26I|-1(321 
28J:-3068 


V. 


‘'Ndl  lM«  M farir  likt  a wmbm  •centd” 
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Public  Comments 


August  30,  1978 


The  Deputy  foe  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Sir: 

This  letter  Is  In  opposition  to  your  proposal  site  of  the  South 
Platte  Plains  Region  as  an  H-X  Mlssle  Site. 

This  region  la  one  of  the  fastest  growing  agricultural  areas  In 
the  Great  Plains.  There  has  been  ultimately  thousands  of  acres 
converted  to  Irrigation  within  the  past  ten  years.  The  towns  In 
this  region  have  been  rapidly  growing,  with  a number  of  light 
Industrial  companies  looking  to  locate  In  the  area. 

There  Is  currently  a large  natural  gas  field  being  developed 
over  much  of  Yuma  County. 

The  area  la  also  blessed  with  a natural  resource  of  abundant 
underground  water.  This  will  help  In  future  production  of 
food,  as  well  as  potential  energy  from  crops  and  crop  aftermath. 

Since  other  sites  appear  to  do  much  less  damage  In  production  of 
food  and  fiber,  and  with  food  being  an  ultimate  defensive  weapon, 
we  certainly  encourage  you  to  remove  this  region  as  a potential 
site,  and  look  to  ocher  less  productive  sites. 

Very  truly  yours. 

Chuck  Keller 
President 

Yuma  Chamber  of  Commerce 


Public  Comments  VI  - 4-13 


YUMA  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  LOCAL  ORGANIZATIONS 


RESPONSE 


The  extent  and  growth  of  irrigated  agriculture  in  portions  of 
the  South  Platte  BMCA  is  understood  and  a more  detailed  study 
of  this  activity  will  follow  should  the  South  Platte  BMCA  be 
selected  for  further  study.  Shallow  groundwater  is  known  to 
exist  in  portions  of  the  BMCA  but  not  in  all  of  it. 

The  reference  to  Volume  IV,  Section  1.2. 3. 7. 7 was  intended  to 
describe  natural  vegetation  and  not  that  introduced  by  farmers. 
Agricultural  considerations  are  covered  in  the  section  on  local 
economic  issues  and  land  use. 


The  Air  Force  is  required  by  law  to  prepare  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  before  deciding  upon  major  federal 
actions  which  may  significantly  affect  the  quality  of  the  en- 
vironrent.  An  EIS  is  prepared  in  two  steps.  First,  a Draft 
EIS  is  published.  The  Air  Force  waits  a certain  period  while 
interested  persons  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft.  Comments 
often  help  improve  the  EIS  by  telling  the  Air  Force  about 
factual  errors  or  important  points  which  were  overlooked.  Peo- 
ple also  often  express  their  support  or  opposition  to  the  pro- 
posed action.  During  this  comment  period,  one  or  more  public 
hearings  may  be  held.  The  Air  Force  is  not  required  to  hold 
a public  hearing,  but  does  so  whenever  it  judges  that  a public 
hearing  would  help  the  comment  process  or  be  in  the  public  in- 
terest. After  receiving  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS,  the  Air  Force 
prepares  and  publishes  a Final  EIS.  The  Pinal  EIS  revises  the 
analysis  as  appropriate  and  responds  to  the  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIS.  The  comments  are  published  as  part  of  the  Pinal  EIS. 

For  the  MX  Milestone  II  Draft  EIS,  the  Air  Force  set  a com- 
ment period  of  45  days.  One  public  hearing  was  held  in  Lompoc, 
California.  Lompoc  was  chosen  as  the  place  for  a public  hear- 
ing because  the  major  environmental  impacts  caused  by  the  next 
phase  of  MX  development  will  occur  around  Vandenberg  AFB.  The 

(cont.) 


Public  Comments 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  LOCAL  ORGANIZATIONS 


RESPONSE 


public  hearing  took  testimony  (comments) , answered  questions, 
and  a written  transcript  of  it  was  made.  That  procedure  is 
common  throughout  the  federal  government  for  conduct  of  public 
hearing  on  EIS's. 

In  addition  to  the  public  hearing,  the  Air  Force  has  beea  pro- 
viding MX  informational  briefings  upon  request.  These  brief- 
ings also  hear  comments  and  answer  questions.  The  informa- 
tion briefing  is  another  tool  for  informing  the  public  about 
the  MX  program  and  is  not  connected  in  any  way  with  the  EIS 
process. 

No  decisions  have  yet  been  made  on  selection  of  a basing  mode 
and  the  use  of  point  or  area  security.  Citizen  input  is  pro- 
vided on  these  subjects  by  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS,  letters 
to  the  Air  Force  written  after  the  comment  period  closed,  and 
letters  written  to  Congressional  representatives.  The  Air 
Force  is  sensitive  to  public  response  because  public  sup^rt 
is  essential  to  programs  like  MX. 

When  the  time  comes  to  select  a site  to  build  the  system,  the 
Air  Force  will  prepare  another  Draft  EIS.  It  will  be  circu- 
lated for  public  review  and  comment.  In  addition,  the  Air 
Force  plans  to  hold  public  hearing  in  those  areas  which,  at 
that  time,  are  still  candidates. 


At  the  present  time,  no  candidate  deployment  sites  are  under 
consideration  as  part  of  the  Milestone  II  decision  process. 

When  selection  of  a deployment  area  or  areas  is  undertaken, 
including  preparation  of  a site  selection  environmental  impact 
statement,  the  factors  named  will  be  examined  in  detail.  Public 
hearings  will  eventually  be  held  in  areas  of  interest  to  review 
the  site  selection  EIS  and  support  deployment  area  selection. 


The  purpose  of  a Draft  EIS  is  to  encourage  comments  from  the 
public  about  a proposed  action.  The  MX  Draft  EIS  contains  the 
Air  Force's  evaluation  of  the  points  of  view  expected  from 
public  and  private  groups.  As  a result  of  the  wide  circulation 
of  the  Draft  EIS  to  state  and  area-wide  clearing  houses,  state 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  LOCAL  ORGANIZATIONS 
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NO. 


RESPONSE 


! 


t 


4-4  governors,  members  of  the  congressional  delegation  of  22  states 
and  more  than  500  citizens  and  other  organizations'  points  of 
view  other  than  those  postulated  were  submitted  to  the  Air  Force 
from  those  who  received  the  Draft  EIS.  These  comments  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  Final  EIS  and  will  be  considered  by  the 
decisionmakers . 


4-5  See  Volume  V,  Section  B. 


4-6  The  Deployment  Area  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  ad- 
dress the  community  attitudes  of  those  areas  potentially  af- 
fected by  MX  deployment.  The  impact  acceptability  calculation 
is  based  on  state-of-the-art  statisticed  evaluation  of  data 
publically  avedlable.  Mere  detailed  assessments  will  be  pre- 
pared as  part  of  the  Deployment  Area  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 


4-7  The  areas  required  for  various  basing  modes  and  security  con- 
figurations are  shown  in  Volume  IV,  Section  3.1.2,  Table  3-2, 

The  South  Platte  Plains  BMCA  (Volume  IV,  Section  1.2. 3.7)  listed 
area  is  5,300  mi^  of  which  some  fraction  is  not  usable  (e.g.,  trans- 
portation and  utility  corridors) . 


4-8  Table  3-2  has  been  revised  (Volume  IV,  Section  3.1.2). 


4-9  See  Volume  IV,  Section  3.1.2,,  Table  3-2. 


4-10  A Basing  Mode  Comparison  Area  (BMCA)  was  an  analytical  tool 
developed  during  preparation  of  the  DEIS,  to  evaluate  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  system  on  potentially  feasible 
deployment  areas.  The  BfCAs  are  not  necessarily  MX  deploy- 
ment areas.  Detailed  analyses  will  be  performed  in  prepara- 
tion of  the  deployment  area  selection  EIS.  These  analyses 
will  transform  BMCAs  to  actual  deployment  areas.  This  will 

(cont. ) 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  LOCAL  ORGANIZATIONS 


COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


4-10  permit  final  determination  of  whether  or  not  a specific  town 
will  be  within  a deployment  area.  It  should  be  noted  that 
present  criteria  for  selection  of  deployment  areas  will  ex- 
clude deployment  of  MX  within  one  nautical  mile  of  boundaries 
of  communities  with  population  less  than  5000. 


4-11  The  danger  of  a "nuclear  spill",  if  point  security  is  chosen,  in- 
volves the  possibility  of  plutonium  release  in  the  event  of  a 
collision,  either  with  other  vehicles,  or  other  objects  In  the 
history  of  our  ICBM  forces,  there  have  been  transportation  vehicle 
accidents.  There  has  never  been  a "nuclear  spill"  as  a result 
thereof.  In  the  extremely  unlikely  event  of  plutonium  release, 
if  people  in  cars  are  in  close  proximity,  contamination  could  be 
an  effect.  Special  precautions  are  now  taken  with  Minuteman  re- 
entry transportation  convoys  on  public  roads.  If  MX  and  public 
traffic  are  intermingled  in  future  activities,  similar  measures 
would  be  taken. 


4-12  Security  features  will  be  incorporated  into  the  missiles  and 

transporters  to  prevent  access  to  or  theft  of  a nuclear  weapon. 

In  addition,  stringent  security  procedures  will  be  followed  both 
while  the  weapons  are  in  shelters  and  in  transit  between  shelters. 


4-13  Any  answer  to  this  question  would  be  purely  speculative  because 
the  United  States  has  no  real  knowledge  of  Soviet  targeting 
policy  strategy.  With  respect  to  the  possibility  of  targeting 
any  MX  deployment  area,  the  Air  Force  holds  that  the  uncertainty 
caused  by  the  multiple  aimpoint  concept  would  make  missile 
silos  an  unprofitable  target.  The  low  population  density  cri- 
teria was  used  to  minimize  the  disruption  of  ongoing  activities 
in  an  area.  The  distance  criteria  are  used  because  of  safety 
considerations.  The  distances  considered  are  adequate  to  pro- 
tect the  public  if  an  accident  occurs. 


4-14  The  Air  Force  has  not  reached  conclusions  on  the  odds  that 
there  will  be  a nuclear  exchange  in  the  1980s  or  any  other 
time.  In  any  event,  the  purpose  of  our  strategic  forces,  in  which 

(cont. ) 
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COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


4-14  the  MX,  if  approved,  would  become  a key  element,  is  to  deter 
such  an  event  from  occuring.  It  would  be  correct  to  say  that 
if  the  Soviet  Union  had  no  strategic  forces  capable  of  attack- 
ing the  United  States  there  would  be  no  need  for  the  MX.  But 
the  Soviet  Union  does  have  such  forces,  and  MX  is  an  answer 
to  the  increasing  attack  capabilities  of  those  forces. 


4-15  The  question  you  ask  cannot  be  answered  because,  even  if  MX  were 
to  be  deployed  in  part  in  western  Nebraska,  the  Air  Force  does 
not  know  what  basing  mode  it  might  use,  the  spacing  between 
aiming  points  that  might  be  required  and  other  essential  con- 
siderations. It  is  upon  considerations  such  as  these  that 
Soviet  missile  targeting,  warhead  yields  and  other  attack  op- 
tions would  have  to  be  based.  The  sum  of  these  uncertainties 
would  have  to  be  known  before  blast  damage  and  nuclear  fallout 
patterns  could  be  worked  out.  The  matter  is  further  compli- 
cated by  the  need  to  extend  all  these  factors  well  into  the 
future,  to  a day  when  MX  might  be  deployed  and  the  Soviet  Union 
might  have  made  different  attack  missile  choices  than  we  now 
forecast.  In  any  case,  no  deployment  decision  on  MX  will  be 
made  for  many  years  aind  then  only  after  extensive  study. 


4-16  The  Air  Force  agrees  that  the  well  being  of  humans  should  cor- 
rectly be  a far  greater  concern  than  any  other  it  might  con- 
sider in  all  its  actions,  including  any  which  are  associated 
with  the  MX  system.  Furthermore,  we  believe  that  the  thorough- 
ness of  our  attention  to  environmental  impacts  which  might  be 
the  result  of  the  MX  program  demonstrate  our  commitment  to 
this  belief.  The  terms  with  which  you  take  exception  are  those 
commonly  considered  with  respect  to  the  characteristics  of  sys- 
tems designed  for  military  purposes.  The  use  of  those  terms 
in  no  way  implies  that  the  Air  Force  is  more  concerned  with 
the  survival  of  weapons  than  with  the  survival  of  the  citizens 
of  the  United  States. 


4-17  Yes,  we  are  familiar  with  the  enormous  growth  of  center  pivot 
irrigation  in  the  Nebraska  area.  The  investment  in  irrigation 
in  recent  years  was  considered  in  our  analysis  in  the  EIS. 
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COMMENT 

NO. 


4-18 


4-19 


4-20 


4-21 


4-22 


4-23 


RESPONSE 


Center  pivot  irrigation  systems  would  be  permitted  inside  the 
"restrictive  clear  zone"  or  "safety  zone"  in  the  point  security 
concept.  The  restrictive  clear  zone  prohibits  inhabited 
structures . 


No,  a firm  estimate  cannot  be  made  until  the  scope  of  the  sys- 
tem is  established. 


The  national  inflationary  impact  of  the  MX  system  is  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  EIS.  Such  impacts  are  considered  in  the 
overall  Federal  funding  allocation  process,  and  thus  are  more 
properly  within  the  purview  of  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  and  the  Congress. 


The  Air  Force  and  ACDA  arrived  at  different  conclusions  on  the 
need  for  MX  because  each  agency  used  different  ground  rules 
and  assumptions  in  their  analyses.  This  is  to  be  expected 
as  each  agency  approaches  a particular  problem  from  the  stand- 
point of  its  unique  responsibilities  and  functions  within  the 
Federal  Government.  Such  differences  will  be  resolved  at  higher 
authority;  in  this  case  at  Presidential  and  Congressional  levels. 


Major  transportation  corridors  will  probably  be  excluded  from 
the  restricted  portions  of  the  siting  area  irregardless  of  the 
security  option  selection 


The  Air  Force  will  consult  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  other  appropriate  wildlife  agencies  in  the  area  to 
reduce  any  adverse  impact  to  the  black-footed  ferret. 

The  federally  endangered  black-footed  ferret  was  historically 
distributed  throughout  the  Great  Plains  from  Texas  to  Southern 
Canada.  It  is  a secretive  and  extremely  rare  species  whose 
current  distribution  is  little  known.  The  few  sightiugs 
in  recent  years  suggests  that  the  greatest  densities  exist  in 
areas  of  South  Dakota.  Ferrets  may  exist  in  geotechnically 

(cont.) 
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RESPONSE 


suitable  areas  of  Colorado,  Nebraska,  Kansas,  Wyoming,  Texas 
and  New  Mexico.  In  the  BMCAs  they  are  most  likely  to  be  found 
in  the  South  Platte  Plains.  Impacts  to  the  black-footed  ferret 
could  result  from  disruption  of  prairie  dog  towns  caused  by  con- 
struction activities.  However,  large  prairie  dog  towns  in  areas 
of  known  or  suspected  black-footed  ferret  habitat  within  the 
selected  deployment  area  will  be  surveyed  to  avoid  potential 
impacts. 


4-24  The  PSARC  members  for  Air  Force  programs  include  the: 

• Under  Secretary  of  Defense,  Research,  and 
Engineering 

• Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Controller) 

• Assistant  Secretcury  of  Defense  (Manpower, 

Reserve  Affairs,  and  Logistics) 

• Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (International 
Security  Affairs) 

• Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Plems, 

Analysis  and  Evaluation) 

• Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Command, 

Control,  Communications  and  Intelligence) 

• Advisor  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Nato  Affairs 

The  Defense  Acquisition  Executive  is  the  principal  advisor  and 
staff  assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  the  focal  point 
in  the  Office  of  the  Secreteiry  of  Defense  (SOD)  for  system  ac- 
quisitions. Other  participants  and  advisors  include; 

• Component  (Service)  Head 

• Representative  of  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff 

• Representative  of  Defense  Intelligence  Agency 

• Chairman,  Cost  Analysis  Improvement  Group  (CAIG) 

• Director,  Defense  Test  and  Evaluation  (USDR&E) 

• Such  other  participants  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
Chairman  to  be  needed. 

(cont. ) 


COMMENT 

NO. 
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The  Chairman  also  designates  a DSARC  Executive  Secretary  to  be 
responsible  for  administrative  support  including  schedules,  pro- 
viding essential  information  to  participants,  maintaining  minutes 
of  the  proceedings,  etc. 

All  participants  are  qualified  by  training  and  experience  for 
their  role  in  the  proceedings.  The  responsibilities  of  the 
DSARC  committee  are  to  review  all  aspects  of  the  proposed  ac- 
tion, including  environmental,  and  to  prepare  a report  of  its 
findings  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  within  15  days  of  the  con- 
clusion of  their  deliberations. 

The  report  contains  a clear  statement  of  the  issues  and  the 
recommendations  of  the  DSARC,  including  dissenting  positions. 

The  Chairman  also  prepares  a proposed  Decision  Coordination 
Paper  (DCP)  action  memorandum  for  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
signature,  directed  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  and  stating 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  decision  and  direction.  The  Chairman 
coordinates  the  action  memorandum  with  the  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Cheifs  of  Staff,  the  Deputy  DDRfiE  (T&E)  and  the  CAIG 
Chairman.  A Draft  of  the  action  memorandum  is  also  forwarded 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  for  comment. 

The  ultimate  decision  rests  with  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  When 
he  signs  the  DCP  and  issues  the  action  memorandum,  the  Secretary 
of  tile  Air  Force  must  revise  the  DCP  to  incorporate  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  distribute  it  within  30 
days. 


A nautical  mile  is  a unit  of  distance  used  for  sea  and  air 
navigation  based  on  the  length  of  minute  of  arc  of  a great 
circle  of  the  earth. 

One  "ordinary  mile"  = one  statute  mile  = (0.869)  nautical  miles. 
See  Volume  IV,  Section  1.1.2. 
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4-27  At  the  present  time  no  sites  are  under  consideration  as  part 
of  a Milestone  II  decision.  When  a further  consideration  is 
given  to  deployment  areas  as  part  of  the  Deployment  Area  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement,  those  factors  presented  in  this  letter 
will  be  assessed,  and  should  the  South  Platte  Plains  area  be 
given  -urtner  consideration,  public  hearings  will  be  held  in  the 
major  communities  in  the  region. 
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328  Amherst  Place 
Lompoc,  CA  93436 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(SAF/MIQ) 

Washington,  D.  C.  20330 
Dear  Sir: 

I attended  the  MX  Milestone  II  EIS  hearing  in  Lompoc  on  30  August  1978, 
and  would  like  to  make  the  following  observations  and  comments. 

Very  little  was  said  about  a Minuteman  III  upgrade  concept  in  which 
existing  VAFB  LF's  would  be  retrofitted  and  utilized  for  testing.  This 
case  represents  the  minimum  EIS  case  and  would  have  made  the  presentation 
more  comprehensive  and  palatable  to  potential  critics. 

To  be  more  specific  about  the  M.inuteman  III  upgrade,  I envision  this  to 
be  a Minuteman  III  with  a AIRS  type  guidance  package,  extendable  nozzle 
larger  second  and  third  stages,  higher  specific  impulse  propellents  and 
increased  number  of  advanced  RV's.  If  the  CEP  is  good  enough  it  may  be 
possible  to  increase  the  number  of  RV's  to  6-8  with  lower  killotons/RV. 
This  coupled  with  the  construction  of  more  and  improved  Minuteman  silos 
with  a "shell  game"  MAP  concept,  and  possibly  even  the  launch  while  under 
attack  strategy  should  provide  the  detterent  necessary.  It  may  not  even 
prove  necessary  to  provide  an  AIRS  package  but  further  upgrade  and 
modify  the  NS-20  system  using  results  from  recent  Minuteman  III  launches 
to  better  understand  and  model  clock  stability  characteristics. 

The  advantages  of  this  approach  are  many  fold.  First,  much  of  the  work 
can  be  done  by  progressive  test  and  retrofit  with  minimal  disruption 
and  lead  time  deployment  problems.  Second,  it  should  prove  considerably 
less  expensive  from  a hardware  development,  field  modifications  and  range 
instrumentation  modification  standpoint.  A third,  and  perhaps  most 
important  advantage,  is  that  it  appears  far  easier  to  "sell"  modifications 
than  it  is  to  develop  and  deploy  new  weapon  systems  that  have  a very 
visible  and  high  "new  system"  price  tag.  I have  worked  on  too  many  "new" 
weapon  systems  that  went  from  concept  to  R&D  to  the  museum. 

Another  comment  on  the  presentation  was  that  the  "pool"  basing  concept 
was  approached  in  very  narrow  (no  pun  intended)  and  negative  manner. 

"Pool"  might  be  changed  to  "remote  lakes"  or  "off  shore"  basing  as  a 
more  viable  technical  approach.  Of  course  then  you  might  have  the  Navy 
launching  SAC  missiles  and  impact  snail  darters,  kelp  beds,  etc. 
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623  Iv.  Hampton  Road 
Wicliita,  Kansas  07206 
Ser-t.  21,  1973 

The  Deputy  of  Environment  ft  Safety  ^ ^ 

Office'of  the  Secretary  of  the  .Air  Force  {SaF-klC,)  H/Lc' JL 
Washington,  D.C,  20330  • 

Dear  Sir: 

It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  our  food  producing  land  at 
Atwood,  Kansas  (Rawlins  County)  night  be  u.sed  for  missile  site 
expansion.  This  area  of  land  is  the  bread  basket  of  the  world,  because 
we  have  the  temperate  cli-ate  to  raise  cereal  crops.  The  cheapest 
and  best  food  on  any  trarKet.  Cereal  crops  in  this  area  average  35  bu. 
per  acre  and  upwards.  These  crops  coujd  become  unfit  for  human  or 
animal  food,  because  of  iriissile  site  leakage  such  as  developed  at 
Rock,  Kansas  in  the  Summer  of  1973. 

UHESCO  which  studies'  the  world’s  food  problems  has  already 
warned  that  human  starvation  which  is  endemic  in  some  areas  of  the 
world  could  spread  to  other  areas.  As  the  majority  of  growing  crops 
depend  on  local  weather  and  atmospheric  conditions  w4iich  the  human 
race  to  date  has  not  learned  to  modify. 

Ky  ancestors  at  age  16  came  out  to  Western  Kansas,  namely 
Atwood,  Kansas,  Rawlins  County  because  there  was  no  food  at  home  in 
Central  Europe.  Here,  at  Atwood,  they  could  grow  food  - wneat,  com, 
milo,  barley,  oats  and  meat  — cattle,  hogs,  chickens,  ducks  and 
geese.  Also,  alfalfa,  grass  and  hay  for  forage  for  the  meat  animals. 
Can  the  missile  poisons  be  kept  out  of  the  cereal  fields,  or  would 
the  crops  be  unfit  for  hunjan  and  ani  al  food?  what  happened  at 
Rock,  Kansas,  where  airmen  died  as  a result  of  missile  leak.nge? 

Where  nearby  families  ’.'ere  evacuated  from  t.neir  homes  and  told  to  go 
to  hospitals  for  evaJuation. 
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These  missiles  — oowerful  weapons  — for/use  in  an  all-out 

I 

struggle  with  an  enemy.  Can  it  cause  secondary  damages  which  are 
all  out  of  proportion  to  the  benefits  they  can  accomplish? 

Our  major  hope  in  the  long  run  must  be  to  do  business  on  a 
barter  basis,  if  need  be,  with  other  nations.  We  have  an  abundance 
of  cereal  crops  other  nations  need;  whereas,  these  same  Nations 
have  oil,  chrome, and  other  natural  .mineral  resources  which  we  nedd. 

On  the  other  hand  - if  we  muct  have  missile  sites  let's 
have  them  out  in  desert  areas  and  not  in  our  bread  basket  of 
cereal  crops,  or  the  center  of  our  steak  platters,  because  we 
have  meat  aniR)lJ§ls  in  such  abundance  for  human  food  around  Atwood, 
Kansas. 

We  respectfully  urge  a NO  vote  when  considering  this  North  West 
Kansas  area  as  anl'X,  Isilestone  II  missll''  site  acquisition  because 
of  the  seriousness  of  the  items  listed  above. 

Sincerely, 

Mrs.  Agnes  Elliott 
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Stratton,  NebrasUa 
Au'ust  21'.  IQve 


The  Denut"  lor  Snvirnnient  mo  SaJ’etv 

OiJ!ire  01  bio  Serrei-tr"  oi'  t\e  .or  ror  eC S.it/1 1.,; 

iushin.'-'-on,  L.C. 

Leir  Sir: 

I i*-  *.’rit^n.  ill  re/ini  t(.  tic  South  Plibte  FI  ilns  Arei  incl  '■.'on  I'X  I'is-si^e. 
rlrst  1 Kinb  bo  «iy  I ar  -'roucl  t'>  be  un  .uierinn  oiti  zen  of  bl'e  freate‘?t 
country  in  b;io  *'orld.  I at.  rroiid  bo  live  in  bitohcock  (jountv,  ilebrauka  and 
oroud  to  bo  i i.iri.er,  xroKinj-  food  lor  a hungry  rorDd. 

I'.v  parent.s  toved  to  thi.s  great  c.ountrv  frot  Czecho.slovakia  when  they  rere 
teena^.ors.  ly  tobhor  is  now  9li  .so  I feel  .she  and  iv  Tatner  contributed  to 
this  ,;reab  land. 

The  co.st  oT  tne  IX  lissi.le  Pro.iect  is  horrondousJ  'll.e  tkourht  .of  ♦S'rillion 
for  one  rile  o:  underground  road  is  unbelieveubleJ  libr  less  t'”an  th-ib  wg 
could  build  a ruch  neeced  brioge  ov»r  t-.o  nenublicim  niver  going  into  Stritton 
'we'd  have  roney  enough  lei  t ovir  to  i.si'-rovo  t-  e nilrmo  cros  .inr,  in  Stratton, 
r.-hpve  7 children  me!  .•Irib.s  •.•■•ro  ’.-illoG  ? -e-rs  t-.o.  I'ki  sure  r.iany  oomuniti 
tfirou  'roi't  t o Imibou  St  to.  r-i-u.  ,j,i  jri''-'.*!.  •.  t " rone"  s-'ent  on 

1-  i -t  to  better  use  ind  serve  b'>e  ogoole  in  a better  way. 

We  have  tre/’nsb  of  the  iX  lissile  'oro.icot  to  .*p,u  it  st.rted,  'iib  how  much 
will  it  cost  n-iinbain  through  the  yeirs?’;?  A nro.iert  re  hone  we  never 
have  to  use! 

how  much  money  bis  the  United  States  sonnt  in  197fc  in  nromoting  World  Peace? 

I don't  .mean  give  away  ’'rog.rapis  but  Peace?  Was  it  any»'here  near  j>>5nillion? 
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'Ihe  xtusslxns  siid  yeirs  -i-o  cf*').”  r.^iOd  biir-  us.  I believe  tliis  could  be  true, 
but  not  rdtb  theli'  ■'•otons  but  b;/  cdntinuin,;;  tbe  iiris  r^ce  -uid  the  United 
States  (.'overnient  ^.ettln;'  so  i' a*  into  aobt  our  dol'.nr  f/on't  bn  forth  the 
oU"er  on  rnich  it  is  nrinted.  Ibey  t/wit  our  (.overn^ent  in  debt. 

In  other  xords  the  Artis  iuoe  tost  ston.  be  if  i mtion  nust  use  our  knowledge 
and  love  o£  our  I'ellot/tan  to  t-'ork  jor  borld  Feice.  We  i.ust  nut  our  trust 
in  ood  and  fork  to^.eti.er  to  save  our  oeiutinO  Gountr'-  -inG  T)ie  World  for 
luture  yonersMons  to  enjov.  We  cm  not  rith  ono  h-inc  ui-oort  the  S.iLT  talks 
ind  »ith  t‘'e  other  bmd  di,-,  tunnels  to  i ioe  our  risdles.  We  i.nnt  stoo  suendinv 
t'Oney  ».'e  don't  luve  j’or  projects  such  <s  the  itX  lissiles. 

Jbsnk  you  for  t-iUnc  ti<e  bo  re-^d  tr*  letter. 


A concerned  citizen, 
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20  sept. 1978 

Dr,  Carlos  D.  Stem 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Airforce  under  Manpower,  Reserve  Ai'falrs 
Washington  D.O.  20330 

Dear  Sirj 

As  a citizen  of  one  of  the  states  proposed  for  the  siting 
of  the  Airforce's  MX  missile,  1 would  like  to  comment  on  the 
draft  EIS.  In  addition  to  numerous  objections  to  the  selection 
of  huge  areas  of  both  public  and  private  land  In  Now  Mexico 
for  the  MX,  I have  several  objections  to  the  Airforce's  plan 
to  begin  prototyping  and  development  of  the  missile. 

My  first  general  area  of  objection  concerns  the  tremendous 
cost  of  the  project—  In  terms  of  money,  land,  and  water. 

The  Southwest  la  an  extremely  fragile  area,  both  In  terms 
of  Its  environment  and  economy.  We  simply  cannot  afford  to 
have  hundreds  of  miles  of  the  most  productive  agricultural 
land  In  the  country  taken  out  of  production  and  thousands 
of  acre  feet  of  scarce  water  used  for  the  construction  of 
missile  silos  and  roads  along  which  both  real  missiles  and 
decoys  will  be  shuttled.  In  terras  of  money,  |30  billion 
Is  simply  too  much  for  a system  that  may  increase  Insecurity 
rather  than  provide  security. 

I am  extremely  concerned  with  the  statements  made  by  Oen  Lew 
Allen,  Air  Force  Ohlef  of  Staff  who  Indicated  that  one  strategy 
Involved  In  the  deployment  cf  moveable  missiles  was. the 
provision  of  a "great  sponge"  of  targets  with  which  to  absorb 
enemy  attack.  As  a taxpayer,  I do  not  wish  to  pay  to  be  a 
part  of  this  "great  sponge,"  nor  do  ,I  wish  to  encourage  the 
enemy  to  Increase  the  number  of  warheads  In  his  arsenal  to 
make  sure  he  can  hit  an  unknown  number  of  moveable  missiles 
within  this  "great  sponge,"  In  addition,  fi?om  reading  ex- 
ceperts  from  the  Draft  BIS,  it  appears  that  the  MX  Is  an 
extremely  accurate  weapon,  to  be  targeted  at  enemy  missile 
silos.  In  this  respect  It  is  a first  strike  weapon,  which, 
as  Dr.  Zbigniew  Brzezlnskl  has  statec^  could  bo  "extremely, 
extremely,  threatening"  to  the  Soviet  Union,  It  might  even 
serve  to  encourage  them  into  a first  strike  posture,  thereby 
risking  war,  and  undermining  the  SALT  agreements. 

In  addition^  there  are  many  technical  difficulties  w.  the 
Multiple  Aim  Point  plan  including  the  Increased  need  and  cost 
of  security  at  each  of  the  vertical  shelters,  the  possibility  I 5-14 

of  traffic  accidents  with  radiological  consequences, and  others.  I 
The  Airforce  needs  to  address  these  Issues  In  the  final  SIS,  I 

as  well  as  the  following  points:  the-  social  Impact  on  local 
townes,  the  withdrawal  of  land  from  hunting  & fishing,  the 
degree  of  Interference  the  MX  will  present  to  the  Very  Largo 
Array  located  In  Southern  New  Mexico,  a more  precise  oost/benoflt 
justification  for  the  withdrawal  of  land  from  agriculture  5-15 

and  Cattle  gracing  and  the  use  of  thousands  of  acre  feet  of 
water  needed  for  Industry  and  a.;;rl culture. 

The  Airforce  needs  to  examine  the  alternatives  to  the  MX, 


VI  - 5-16  Public  Comments 


including  reliance  on  exlatlng  ICBMa,|  and  a nore  vigorous 
pursuit  of  the  SALT  talks.  This  should  be  Included  In  the 
final  BIS. 

At  this  time  I would  also  like  to  request, formally,  that 
briefings  be  held  In  New  Mexico  by  an  Airforce  Officer 
familiar  with  the  proposed  MX  sites—  and  their  Impacts^  — 

In  New  Mexico.  These  briefings,  of  course,  should  not  pre- 
clude public  hearings  on  the  MX  to  be  held  In  1979. 

Thank  you  for  the  oppo.rtvinlty  to  comment  on  the  MX  project. 

Yours, 


5-16 
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Dede  Feldman 

1821  Meadowvlew  NW 

Albuquerque,  NM  07104 
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Atwood , Kansas 
September  21,  1978 


The  Deputy  of  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(SAF-MIQ) 

Washington,  D.  C,  20330 


Dear  Sirs 

I would  like  to  express  the  views  of  my  husband  and 

fyself  on  the  impact  of  the  MX  Missle  and  the  effect 
t would  have  if  placed  in  our  area. 

Preliminary  studies  made  no  mention  of  the  production  of 
wheat  here.  Nor  did  it  define  correct  land  values. 

No  adequate  study  has  been  made  to  hhow  the  results  of 
the  loss  of  agricultural  contributions  and  its  affect  on 
the  total  agricultural  output  of  this  country. 

None  of  our  communities  could  support  tne  influx  of 
people  needed  to  build  or  operate  this  type  of  project. 
Their  day  to  day  needs  could  not  be  met. 

Schools,  road  upkeep,  sewers,  policing  and  other  tax- 
related  services  could  not  possibly  by  provided  by  the 
taxpayers . 

There  is  at  this  time  the  start  of  a flurry  of  oil  activity 
which  could  possibly  be  of  just  as  great  a value  to 
the  welfare  of our  nation. 

In  other  words,  we  are  adamantly  oppJ»sed  to  the  placing 
of  a missle  site  in  Rawlins  County  or  Northwest  Kansas, 


Sincerely, 


Mrs.  Wayne  I,  Gatlin 

cc*s/Senator  Bob  Dole,  Cong,  Keith  Sebelius,Gov.  Robert 

Bennett,  State  SenatorRi chard  Gannon,  Cong.  Mike  Hayden 
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WAUNETA  FALLS  BANK 

WAUNETA.  NEBRASKA  69045  • 308^■)94■S720 


Sept.  17,  1978 

The  Deputy  for  Enviornment  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/iliQ) 

Washington,  D.  C.  2O33O 

Gentlemen, 

I read  with  Interest  and  much  concern  an  article  in  our  local  paper  entitled  "MX 
Hissle  Site  is  Planned  in  three— state  area  of  Kansas,  Nebraska,  Colorado",  I suppose 
there  might  be  some  logic  behind  the  decision  to  consider  the  area  that  the  article 
points  out  as  one  of  the  areas  considered,  however,  it  would  seem  that  one  of  the 
considerations  could  not  have  been  the  current  use  of  the  land  nor  the  people  that 
have  for  years  been  making  a very  good  living  off  the  land.  I would  think  that  there 
might  Just  be  thousands  of  acres  of  land  in  the  country  that  today  is  "worthless 
and  uninhabited  and  might  Just  be  better  suited  for  this  type  of  large  project". 

The  map  that  is  am  looking  at  that  came  from  Volume  IV,  page  6Z  of  the  Draft  Enviroment- 
al  Impact  Statement,  MX;  Milestone  II  indicates  that  some  of  the  very  best  farm  ground 
in  Southwestern  Nebraska  Is  being  considered,  when  directly  north  there  are  htmdreds  of 
thousands  of  ac^es  of  grass  land  that  does  not  liave  a tillable  value  nor  the  population 
that  the  other  proposed  area  has, 

I would  certainly  hope  that  any  further  decision  relative  to  the  use  of  this  land 
as  outlined  will  be  given  public  airing.  How  soon  do  you  anticipate  something  will 
happen  relative  to  this  project,  regardless  of  where  it  is  placed? 

Again,  it  would  seem  to  me  and  I am  sure  to  *he  vast  mjority  of  the  citizens  of 
this  area,  that  there  have  to  be  areas  in  the  United  States  that  would  not  be 
impacted  to  the  degree  that  the  article  indicates  we  would  be,  le.,  "VERY  URGE" 
in  most  areas. 

I trust  that  either  you  or  our  Congresswoman  or  Senators  can  shod  some  very  positive 
light  on  this  subject  and  that  we  will  be  dropped  from  you  list  of  considered  areasl 


Kxecutive  Vice-President 


cc:  Congresswoman  Virginia  D.  Smith 
Senator  Carl  T.  Curtis 


J.WU«y3rMn 
Pre«id«nt  * 


*fohii  M.  GrMtt 
ExKUtive  Vice  Pre»ident 


Keith  J.  Seiton 
Vice  Preeiilent  k Cashier 
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Donna  Hall 

R.R.#2 

Benkelnant  Nebravka 


Auguet  3 1 , 1978 


Dear  Sirs; 


I an  tttiting  you  concerning  the  proposed  MX  nissle  for  this  TSI” 

STATE  AREA|Wnlch  you  refer  to  as  the  South  Platte  Plains. 

I don’t  know  which  of  the  following  i-  the  most  inportant  factor, 
but,  allof  them  are  to  be  considered.  This  is  a big  farming  community 
which.' is  inportant  to  the  rest  of  the  country  and  world  as  they  depend 
on  us  for  food.  What  would  this  MX  nissle  do  for  that?  Besides 
ruining  good  farmland,  there  are  alot  of  people  who  consider  this 
their  home,  me  being  one  of  them.  Also,  the  mis^le  would  make  this 
area  a prime  target  for  the  Soviet’s  own  missies.  No  one  likes  that  idea 
either.  And,  I really  don’t  really  see  the  need  for  more  missies  to 
"prepare  for  war," 

Also,  1 think  that  it  is  very  unfair  for  not  informing  the  people  in 
this  area  about  this  misjle  plan.  We  probably  wouldn’t  even  know  about 
it  if  it  hadn’t  been  for  the  concerned  people  of  Nebraskans  For  Peace 
who  were  kind  enough  to  warn  us  of  this  idiotic  idea.  All  of  us  make 
mistakes  primarily  because  we  don’t  think  of  all  the  consequences,  so 
please  think  again  before  you  ruin  good  land  and  people’s  homes. 

Take  for  example,  the  island  that  was  in  the  news  this  week,  X am 
not.,  sure  of  the  nano  of  it,  but  the  land  has  had  nuclear  wastes  dur.iped 
on;' It,  It  is  totally  useless  now  and  the  people  have  be^,n  forced  off 
of  because  it  is  so  dangerous  \d.th  all  of  the  nuclear  radiation  that  is 
now  there.  And  it  v/ill  remain  useless  and  hazardous  for  many,  many 
thousands  of  years.  And  you  stil_  want  to  build  more  nuclear  pov/er  plants??? 
This  I cannot  believe. 

Tlioso  nucloax'  plants  and  bombs,  if  used,  will  change  the  whole 
course  of  hui.ian  history  and  then  what  v/ill  be  left?  Nothing  for  future 
generations  to  build  on,  that  is,  if  there  is  a generation  oven  left  to 
build.  The  land  will  bo  unfit  fur  human  inhabitance. 

If  you  consider  all  of  t..oso  consequences  and  also  road  the'ealied 
"Hiroshirja"  by  John  Horsey,  and  still  v/ant  to  use  nuclear  pov/er,  it  is  in 
my  opinion  that  you  all  need  your  heads  oxcu-tined. 

Thank  you  for  your  tirae  in  reading  i.iy  letter  of  groat  concern  for  the 
welfare  of  ^y  life  and  country. 


5-22 
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A concerned  citizen, 
Donna  Ha].! 
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September  8,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  Secretary  for  the  Air  Force 
(SAP-MIO)  V/ashington,  D.  C.  20330 

To  Whom  this  may  Concern: 

*«Reference  to  the  MC-Missile  and  their  possible 

Sltflg  tfllnc  Ipoatefl  lo.  We&texn.  Hgtoagto" 

I am  very  muah  opposed  to  the  missile  sites  whlch’may  be  put 
in  our  area  around  Gurley^  Dalton  and  Sidney,  Nebraska.  I am  a 
native  of  Western  Nebraska  and  have  seen  many  changes  in  our  land, 
our  crops,  our  wild  life,  our  industry  and  our  population.  When 
you  take  away  our  land,  we  have  no  crops  which  will  hurt  or  close 
down  many  elevators  as  well  as  other  industries  and  our  population 
will  Inturn  decrease  because  of  this. 

There  are  alot  of  farms  in  our  area  that  have  been  in  a family 
since  the  early  1900's.  How  would  you  feel  if  the  government  came 
in  and  took  all  this  away,  especially  if  you  had  lived  on  this  place 
for  a great  deal  of  years  and  worked  so  hard  to  build  up  a profiting 
crop  and  stock??  How  about  the  other  farmers  who  have  so  much 
invested  in  their  equipment... Sure,  they  may  get  a good  price  for 
the  land  but  then  they  have  to  fina  a’ place  to  live  v;lth  that  money 
and  no  way  to  pay  for  their  aquipment.  Plus  anymore,  if  all  you 
know  is  farming.  It  would  be  very  hard  to  find  another  Job.  I know 
this  because  I hire  people  with  my  company  and  it  is  very  hard  to 
change,  especially  if  you  have  to  pull  up  stakes  and  move  to  a 
different  area  of  the  state. 

The  area  farmers  work  very  close  with  our  Wildlife  ComniSsion 
and  we  have  a good  healthy  variety  of  animals  in  our  area  now.  One 
would  hate  to  destroy  or  loese  these  animals  from  our  area. 

I heard  the  other  day  from  a very  good  source,  that  there  are 
two  or  three  other  states  that  may  want  the  missiles,  Is  this  true? 
I appreciate  very  much  you  hearing  me  out  on  this  ana  I would  like 
a reply  from  you  if  possible. 


Sincerely  yours 
Allen  G.  Hardwick 
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18  September  1978 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety  (SAF/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Pentagon,  Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Subject:  Comments  Relevant  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  on  MX:  Milestone  II. 


The  subject  EIS  is  so  full  of  extraneous  background  data  and  spent 
so  much  time  trying  to  justify  the  military/political  need  for  an 
MX  Program  that  it  forgot  to  emphasize  the  real  environmental  issues 
and  alternatives.  Therefore,  specific  comments  concerning  this  EIS 
would  serve  no  useful  purpose  in  the  decision  making  process. 

The  Full-Scale  Engineering  Development  (Milestone  II)  decision  point 
could  be  better  served  by  having  stopped  at  the  assessment  phase  and 
using  a finding  of  no  significant  impai.t  and  not  preparing  an 
environmental  impact  statement. 


I recommend  that  the  final  EIS  not  be  a carbon  copy  of  the  draft 
document,  but  that  a new  one  be  generated  to  better  serve  as  the 
means  for  assessing  the  environmental  impact  of  proposed  Air  Force 
action,  rather  than  justifying  decisions  already  made. 


EUGENE  E./^NST0N 
5475  W.  t^igh  Avenue 
Denver,  CO  80235 
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Julesburg,  Colo, 

Auf.29,197a 


Dear  Sirs; 


I am  writing  co  icerning  the  MX  missile  sight  which 
you  are  considering  placing  in  the  South  Platte  Plains  in 
Kastern  Colo. 

Of  course,  we  object.  This  area  has  the  best  hard  red 
winter  wheat  land  in  the  U.S. 

We  have  worked  hard  through  wind,  hail,  drouth  and 
low  prices  to  finely  p«jy  for  our  land. 

We  are  not  large  farmers.  We  have  a lot  of  money 
invested  Ah  machinery  and  buildings. 

We  have  read  some  of  the  literature  available  and 
saw  the  map  of  the  site,  but  would  like  more  detailed 
information  such  as  ; 

Would  Air  Force  buy  all  the  land  i'  the  5000  to  3000 
so.  miles? 

If  so,  how  would  land  be  appraised? 

Would  all  the  farmers  have  to  move  out  of  the  site? 

The  impact  statement  says  agriculture  could  continue 
ih  point  security  but  no  structures  would  be  allowed. 

Does  this  mean  land  around  missle  site  could  be  farmed, 
within  the  site  or  outside  of  the  area,  in  otherwords 
will  ther  be  any  farming  in  the  5000  sq,  mi.  area? 

What  w 11  happen  to  t/ie  towns  in  the  area? 

If  ivc  ire  forced  to  sell  our  land  to  the  Air  Force, 
how  will  the  government  handle  the  capital  gain  and 
income  from  the  land  under  these  circumstances? 

What  will  we  do  with  our  macyirery,  if  there's  no 
farmAg  In  the  area,  no  one  will  want  to  buy  it? 

When  will  the  sight  be  picked? 

When  will  t» e land  have  to  be  v-cated,  at  the  beginning 
of  the  project  or  at  the  finish? 

These  questions  are  very  importent  to  us  and  we  would 
appreciate  you  answering  the  ones  you  can.  Thank  You 
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lAncOfUnfiBK.  69148 

August  24,  1978 


The  Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Air  Force 
SAF/NIQ 

Washington  D.  C.  20330 
Dear  Sir: 

It  has  just  beer,  brought  to  my  attention  that  the  Air  Force  is 
considering  Western  Nebraska  as  a possible  site  location  for  the 
MX  Missile  site.  Assuming  that  the  vertical  shelter  base  is 
being  considered,  could  you  tell  me  what  the  probability  is  of 
the  Air  Force  implementing  this  plan?  Furthermore  should  they 
implement  the  vertical  shelter  base  plan,  in  your  oppinion  are 
they  likely  to  select  the  area  security  plan  or  the  point  security 
plan?  Should  the  area  security  plan  be  selected,  you  can  imagine 
the  impact  that  it  would  have  on  our  area.  I am  involved  in  the 
banking  industry  in  Lisco  and  Dalton,  Nebraska  and  my  trade  area 
would  have  a great  effect  in  both  communities.  If  this  is  the  case 
then  1 would  feel  that  a public  hearing  should  be  conducted  in  our 
area  so  that  questions  concerning  the  residents  of  the  area  could 
be  answered  as  well  as  giving  people  in  this  area  an  opportunity  to 
testify. 

Your  assistance  and  response  concerning  this  matter  would  be  greatly 
appreciated.  Thank  you  kindly. 


Sincerely, 


Thomas  H.  Olson 

President 

THOiem 
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deputy  1 or  Invironaiental  Safety 

Office  of  tne  Secretary  of  me  Air  iorce  i&lQ 

'yaenlngtoni  L.  C.  20i3d 


Lear  Sir: 

We  wiBti  to  express  our  opposition  to  tne  tentative  plans  for 
u juoblle  kieelie  Uotbplex  in  tne  Yuma  area. 

We  Know  tne  need  for  tnis  juiasiie  Complex  is  great  — *<• 
but  truly > you  would  be  doing  an  injustice  to  tne  American  people  by 
eondenming  tnis  fine  agrj cultural  area,  wnicn  only  recently  became  a 
fertile  farming  cou  ntry  due  tu  tne  advent  oi  Pivot  Irrigation 

Systems.  Prior  to  irrigation  in  borineastern  ooiorado,  muen  of  tnis 
land  was  seemingly  wortnless;  but  now  most  of  tnis  ^rouna  is  nignly 
productive,  tnunas  to  water,  fert  ilisatiun  and  oei ter  farming 
metnods. 


Tne  American  people  cennot  survive  long  witnout  a good  Lefenae 
System,  but  ncitner  can  tney  survive  long  witaout  food 
and  tne  Agricultural  products  raised  in  tnis  area  IS  food  for  many, 
many  Americans.  Please,  oh,  please  reconsider,  — - and  do  muen 
more  reseaicn  before  your  final  decision  to  Condemn  our  area. 

Then  too,  we  are  very  muen  concerne  d aoout  our  loved  ones 
in  tne  Yuma  Cemetery  lestaciisnea  in  ISSo^  and  tne  number  of 
cemeteries  witnin  a bo  mile  radius  of  Yuma.  Would  you  be  planning  to 
move  aj.1  tnose  bodies  to  anotner  place,  if  tnis  area  is  designated  as 
as  a Missile  site?  Wnat  an  enormous  cost  tnis  will  be  to  your 
budget  “ — - and  oi  cou  rse  eventually  to  tne  tax  payer,  fnere  are 
appro*imately  oowo  graves  In  tne  Yuma  cemetery  aione,  — no  doubt 
a liae  number  in  eacn  ot  tne  cemeteries  in  tne  towns  of  Haxtun, 

Paoll,  holyoite,  yieming.  Dally,  Otis,  AKron,  Brusn,  Ectcley,  "ray,  Joes, 
Idclla,  and  Vernon.  Tnen  tnerc  are  a number  oi  cemeteries  in  cetween 
witn  Duriais  in  tne  Ce.riy  itso's.  Cue  suen  isolated  cemetery  uas  been 
cared  lor  tne  paat  ao  years  by  our  Grange  co  a Commu  nity  aervice 
Proj  ect. 

Tnere  no  douct  nas  teen  a good  may  reasons  brougnt  to  your 
attention,  for  reccnciUering  tne  tentative  plans  for  a iiissile  site 

in  tnis  part  o:  tne  country  -- — may  we  teg  ei  you  tn&t  you 

give  ail  tnese  reasons  your  sincere  ana  tnougntiul  attention. 


Tnanx  you. 


Gincereiy, 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  ’Vm.  j.  Powcil,  Sr. 

124  Kortn  Albany, 

Yuma,  Colo,  au'/by. 
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^enee  Ranx,9/jnan 
Star  Routa,  ^OK.  13 
Kfratj.,  CO  80758 
Sof^t,  19,  1978 


7K«.  Stofxut^  of-  CnvLronmantcU.  Sa^atij- 
Offtc-Q.  of-  tha  Sac-ratary.  of  tha  ALr  Jorce 
Washington,  5, C,  30330 

3>aar  Sir: 

J am  writing  to  raquao.t  in^rmation  on  tha 
WX  Itiooita  Sy^amt  J am  doing  a raaaarch  pofxar 
and  naad  aruj.  information  that  you  con  giva  me  on 
thia  ouhj.ojct, 

Jf  go/ioibta,  J hood  to  know  tha  araao.  boing 
conoidarad,  how  thao-a  araon  wara  choaan,  tha 
apfiroKimata  coot,  mora  about  tha  miooitoA,  how  the. 
oyotom  witt  affect  the  fxeogte,  & whif.  you  have 
cJiooen  thio.  OiyOtem,  etc, 

Jf  the  South  Ptatte  Ptaino.  area  woutd  be 
choeen,  couid  you  eKjgtain  what  area  woutd  have  to 
be  condemned  and  why, 

J have  read  a tot  of  articteo.  and  they  att 
oeem  to  have  a different  otory,  eo  J woutd  tike 
to  hear  it  from  the  right  oource, 

3 woutd  apiyreciate  it  if  you  woutd  0.end  me 
any  information  that  can  be  retea0.ed, 

Sincerettj.  youro., 

Renee  Renz.eti,tan 
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September  1»  1978 


U.S.  Air  Force 

Deouty  for  Environ-^ent  end  Safety 

SAF-Mlv^ 

the  l?entaaon 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 

RE;  MX  Missile  Site  called  South  Platte  Plains 
Gentlemen; 

I am  very  much  against  the  prorxjsed  KX  missile  and 
certainly  do  not  want  it  stationed  in  the  area  celled  the 
South  Platte  Plaint.  1 have  many  objections  which  I think 
are  worth  consideration. 

1.  The  area  of  the  South  Platte  Plains  includes  much 
good  farm  and  ranch  land.  In  soite  of  the  current 
overproduction  of  food-stuffs,  this  is  by  no  means 
a worldwide  trend,  nor  are  our  food  reserves  so 
great  that  we  can  afford  to  take  large  areas 
permanently  out  of  oroductlon.  As  the  pouulatlon 
continues  to  increase,  so  will  our  need  for  good 
cropland, 

2.  Property  in  this  area  sells  for  a high  orice. 

What  with  the  expense  of  the  tunnel  construction, 
of  the  missiles  themselves,  along  with  the  cost 
of  the  land,  this  would  be  a tre-^endously 
exnenslve  undertaking. 

3.  The  subsoil  of  this  area  consists  ,of  a loose,  fine 
clay  soil  which  has  never  been  oacked.  As  any 
farmer  can  tell  vou,  any  disturbance  of  this  clay 
results  in  wash-outs  and  deep  sink-holes  on  the 
Sarface.  I do  not  think  this  is  aooroorlate  for 
an  e’xtensive  tunnel  system, 

4.  Extensive  tunnels  and  road-building  would  destroy 
completely  an  already  fragile  wildlife  situation, 

5.  A defense  system  which  reoulres  the  constant 
moving  of  a large  missile  must  certainly  require 
a great  deal  of  energy.  In  these  times  of  energy 
scarcity,  is  this  a good  plan? 

6.  As  I understand  it,  the  purpose  of  constantly 
moving  the  missiles  is  to  make  it  difficult  for  the 
enemy  to  know  Just  where  the  missiles  are  to  destroy 
them.  Would  not  the  enemy  military  merely  blanket 
the  area  with  bombs?  And  what  ha  ■'oens  to  the  MX 
missiles  when  a tunnel  collapses? 
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It  has  gotten  to  the  ooint  whe.re  many  oooole  feel  that 
they  would  rather  risk  the  destruction  of  fielr  hoT.es  by  a 
foreign  military  attack,  than  to  certfinly  have  their  hornet 
destroyed  by  their  own  defense  system. 


Sincere ly, 


Ms.  H’ncy  G.  Schaffert 
Route  3,  Box  54 
Curtis,  Nebraska  69025 


cc.  President  Jlnrry  Carter 

Secretary  of  Defense  Harold  Brown 
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Box  157 

Long  Pine,  NE  69217 
August  27,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 

Office  of  Secretary  of  the  .ir  Force  (SAP/MIO) 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Sir: 


I an  writing  concerning  the  proposed  site  of  a new  Air 
Force  nuclear  missile  base,  that  is,  in  the  "South  Platte 
Plains."  I am  a native  of  western  Kansas  and  a resident  of 
northwestern  Nebraska,  and  I highly  value  the  land,  water,  and 
other  agricultural  resources  of  this  plains  area.  I am 
very  strongly  opposed  to  the  building  of  a nuclear  missile  site 
in  this  area. 

Besides  being  opposed  to  the  proposed  missile  base  due 
to  agricultural  reasons,  I am  opposed  to  all  construction  and 
sale  of  nuclear  weapons.  I believe  our  country  has  to  take  the 
first  step  in  disarmament  if  we  ever  hope  to  achieve  world 
peace.  Please  consider  the  potent  danger  to  human  life  you 
are  creating  in  constructing  such  heinous  weapons  of  war. 

Prom  studying  that  I have  recently  done,  I am  aware  that 
already  our  U.S.  arsenals  contain  enough  weapons  to  destroy 
the  entire  world  twelve  times.  Why  is  there  a need  to  continue 
to  build  more  weapons,  and  especially  ones  that  have  deadly 
contaminants  resulting  from  their  construction? 

I cannot  believe  that  this  is  what  the  Creator  has 
designed  for  the  world  that  He  created. 

/ 

Sandhills'  Catholic  Parishes 


Sincerely,  , 

Ju>CCk/U 

Sister  Hope  Steffens. 
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816  Highland  Drive 
Ogallala, .Nebraska  69153 
August  29,  1978 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
(SAP/MIO) 

Washington,  D'.C.  92409 

Dear  Sir: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  MX: 
Milestone  II  and  feel  it  is  imperitive  to  comment. 

The  environmental  impact  study  incorrectly  characterizes  the 
South  Plains  ir.  several  crutial  respects.  It  says  that  the 
major  use  of  the  soil  is  "for  grazing  and  haymowing  with  limited 
areas  of  dry  farming.  Inadequate  quantity  or  quality  of  ground- 
water  limits  the  development  of  irrigated  agriculture."  The 
criteria  does  not  take  into  account  that  in  1975,  in  the  South- 
west Nebraska  counties  alone,  more  than  one  million  acres  were 
irrigated.  The  study  only  mentions  "some  production  of  oats, 
corn  and  sugar  beets."  The  Platte  Valley  accounts  for  one-fifth 
on  the  State's  sugar  beet  production.  Lands  south  of  the  Platte 
comprise  some  of  the  best  wheat  growing  areas  of  the  State,  pro- 
viding almost  one-quarter  of  Nebraska’s  total  production  of  this 
crop.  15%  of  the  cattle  in  the  State  are  located  in  this  area. 
These  figures  come  from  Economic  Development  in  Southwest  Neb- 
raska prepared  by  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Economic  Development, 
>15777  made  available  by  the  Cornhusker  Council  of  Governments. 

They  do  not  even  include  the  extremely  productive  land  in  Western 
Kansas  or  the  land  along  the  Platte  in  Colorado. 

The  impact  study  makes  light  of  the  overall  importance  of  agri- 
culture in  the  South  Plains  region.  It  correctly  quotes  stat- 
istics (IV-65}  that  indicate  that  more  income  is  received,  and 
more  people  are  employed,  in  non-farm  enterprises.  But  what  they 
fail  to  mention  is  that  most  cf  those  other  commercial  or  indus- 
trial enterprises  directly  or  indirectly  derive  their  existence 
from  agriculture,  and  would  fold  without  the  agricultural  land 
base. 

The  impact  study  also  misrepresents  the  housing  situation.  It 
implies  that  the  occupancy  level  is  low.  To  tne  contrary,  that 
a housing  shortage  exists  is  commonly  known,  and  the  continuation 
of  the  situation  is  projected.  (See  again  Economic  Development 
in  the  Southwest) . 
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As  if  eliminating  the  inhabitants  and  the  agricultural  production 
is  not  enough*  the  impact  study  cites  as  endangered  species*  the 
black- footed  ferret;  the  swift  fox;  the  greater  and  lesser  prairie 
chickens;  the  sharp- tailed  groyse;  and  the  mountain  plover;  with- 
out explaining  what  the  net  effect  oii  these  animals  will  be. 

The  water  quantity  information  does  not  take  into  account  the 
current  problem  in  many  of  the  South  Plains  counties  of  a rapidly 
dropping*  non-replenishing  waty  table.  Two  counties  have  put 
restriccions  on  the  drilling  of  new  wells.  The  study  (lV-66) 
concludes  that  there  will  be  enough  water  if  it  is  "properly 
managed."  VThat  exactly  does  that  mean?  Will  irrigation  wells 
be  shut  off  to  accommodate  the  missile  pool?  A more  serious 
2malysi8  is  needed  and  the  full  effect  on  the  other  water  users 
must  be  shown  before  the  Air  Force  can  assume  that  3-12  billion 
gallons  per  year  will  be  available  for  missle  development. 

The  study  states  that  there  is  a risk  of  an  accident  resulting 
in  a radioactive  spill  in  the  area*  particularly  if  the  trans- 
porter  is  on  public  roads  (IV-102).  But  it  gives  us  no  details 
of  such  a tremendous  impact  nor  does  it  outline  any  precautions 
that  will  be  taken. 

One  of  the  screening  criteria  is  the  presence  of  oil  and  gas  re- 
sources. Here*  too*  the 'study  is  incomplete.  90%  of  the  area 
is  covered  by  active  oil  and  gas  leases  by  major  oil  and  gas 
companies.  Much  of  the  gas  has  low  pressure  level  and  some  have 
been  in  production  for  20  years. 

The  impact  study  does  not  address  what  will  happen  to  the  highly 
profitable  Burlington  railroad  route  or  the  new  railroad  route 
which  carries  166  carloads  of  coal  through  the  South  Plains  par- 
allel  to  Highway  23. 


5-50 


5-51 


5-52 


5-53 


5-54 


The  climate  information  should  alert  decision-makers  to  the  fact 
that  severe  storms  are  frequent  and  power  outages  caused  by 
lightening  are  not  uncommon.  An  area  that  meteorologists  call 
"Hail  Alley"  is  included  in  the  South  Plains.  Icestorms  break 
down  electrical  wires  and  snow  storms  have  made  the  roads  im- 
passible for  several  days.  This  certainly  should  be  considered 
in  the  decision  to  use  large  missile  transporters  and  various 
"quick  reaction"  alert  teams. 

The  study  said  that  the  cost  will  be  between  $15  and  $20  billion 
dollars  (1-89).  Senator  Tom  McIntyre  of  New  Hampshire*  Chairman 
of  the  Senate  Armed  Service  Research  and  Development  Subcommittee* 
said  the  overall  program  was  hideously  expensive  at  $40  billion  5-56 

(Aviation  Week  s Space  Technology*  Oct.  1977).  We  know^hat  the 
project  will  be  highly  inflationary  and  divert  vast  aunounts  of  our 
monetary  and  natural  resource*  but  just  what  will  be  the  cost? 

Why  the  discrepancy? 
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In  all,  the  evaluation  of  alternatives  can  only  be  as  good  as 
the  method  and  information  used.  First,  we  believe  that  the 
criteria  used  to  select  the  alternative  areas;  so  called  "geo- 
technical," is  unacceptable.  .It  does  not  specifically  detail 
or  substantively  consider  the  number  of  human  beings  that  would 
be  displaced,  or  the  amount  of  agricultural  production  that  will 
be  eliminated. 

Secondly,  we  would  like  you  to  take  note  of  the  climate  con- 
ditions, the  cost  discrepancy,  and  the  lack  of  analysis  on  radio- 
active contamination  danger  on  the  effect  of  the  project  on  the 
endangered  species. 

Third,  much  of  the  information  used  for  comparitive  evaluation 
is  either  outdated  or  too  conelusory  to  paint  an  accurate  picture 
of  the  South  Plains.  He  have  mentioned  specifically  the  oil  and 
gas  resources,  the  water  quantity,  agricultural  production, 
housing  vacancies  and  the  transportation  system.  To  base  an 
earth-shattering  decision  on  such  information  would  be  a tragedy 
for  all. 

Pursuant  to  CFR  32  Section  214.8  viii(a),  we  request  a series 
of  hearings  to  be  held  in  the  South  Plains  Region  on  this  draft 
statement. 


Sincerely, 
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PROM; 

James  Teply 
2761  Ci  Rd. 

Grand  Junction,  CO. 

81501 


TO: 

Deputy  for  Enviroraent  and  Safety  (SAP/MIQ) 

Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Pentagon , 

Washington,  DC  20330 
Sir; 

I have  a question  regarding  the  possible  location  of  the 
Milestone  II  missile  in  the  Nebraska/Colorado/Kansas  site. 

Assume  this  site  is  chosen  and  the  Milestone  II  is  operational 
in  this  area.  This  would  mean  that  the  Air  Force  would  buy 
this  land  and  not  use  it  for  the  agriculture  or  farming 
purposes  it  now  is  used  for.  When  the  Milestone  II  becomes 
an  obsolete  system,  say  in  the  year  2000,  what  then  becomes 
of  this  productive  land? 

There  is  a possibility  that  56  sections  of  land  could  be 
taken  out  of  the  ownership  of  what  now  is  the  ’family  farm’. 
When  this  land  becomes  saleable  again,  are  there  any  safe- 
guards to  prevent  this  from  becoming  one  giant  farm  of  the 
Agri-business  industry?  Would  any  attempts  be  made  to  return 
this  land  to  heirs  or  to  the  small  remcher/ farmer. 

I would  not  want  to  see  this  progreun,  or  system,  become  a 
method  to  allow  the  giant  Agri-business  industry  to  gain 
control!  of  a large  area  of  farmland,  with  the  resulting 
monolopy  and  controll  it  would  have  over  local  small 
farmers,  cities,  industry  and  business. 

I would  like  to  see  this  question  addressed  in  future 
presentations. 


Public  Comments 
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29  August  1978 


Us-i 


f 


\ 

I 
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Deputy  for  Snvlronmsnt  ano  iafety 
0 ‘t'lce  of  the  Secretary  of  the  nir.  Force  (SAP/ltlQ) 
Washington,  U.O.  20330 

Comenta/Quei’ies  regarding  location  (prooosed)  of 
Project  M-X 


Gentlemen : 

1«  Recently  my  wife  and  I read  articles  in  the  newspapers  of 
St.  Francis,  Kansas,  and  Benkleman,  Nebraska,  regarding  the  pro- 
posed location  of  Project  M-X  in  northwest  Kansas,  northeast  Colo- 
rado, and  soutnwest  Nebraska.  In  the  articles  read,  it  stated 
that  if  there  were  any  questlora /oo.:ments,  they  sho^d  be  in  your 
office  by  NLT  5 September  1978.  As  my  wife's  parents  have  their 
farm  and  original  homesite  in  northern  Cheyenne  County,  KS,  we 
are  quite  Interesteo  in  this  matter. 

2.  Our  cosimants/querles  are  a.)  follows 

a.  As  we  understand,  if  this  ptooposed  location  is  approved, 
all  farmers  an  ranchers  woul . be  excluded  aft?r  the  purchase  of 
tlas  land.  Therefore.: 

1 ) Who  would  determine  the  value  of  the  land  sued  on  what 

basis? 

2) How  would  the  DOD,  specifically  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Fcrce,  justify  the  taking  out  of  use  farm  land  (l.e.,  com, 
maize,  wheat,  etc.)  and  grazing  land? 

3)  What  vioes  the  Air  Force  anj/,or  DCD  plan  to  do  with 
the  civilian  agricultural  community  (farmers/rai  chers ) who  will 
be  displaced  if  thl  ■ location  is  aoproved? 

4)  what  will  happen  to  the  numerous  communities  which 
lie  within  the  proposed  location  boundaries,  such  as  Wheeler, 

Blr  d City,  Oakley,  and  Colby,  IS  ? 

b.  It  is  Interesting  to  note  that  there  is  at  least  one  large 
tract  of  goverment,  albeit  military,  land  available,  this  being 
the  anokey  Hill  AP  Bomb/ Guraiery  Hange  adjacent  to  the  ‘’ormer 
Schilling  AFB,  Sallna,  KS. 

1)  V/hy  coul;  not  such  property  as  this  be  utilized? 

2)  Why  could  not  such  land  that  Is  more  sparsely  populated 
or/anl  of  less  agricultural  value  not  be  used? 

3)  Has  DO')  and/or  Departraett  of  the  Air  Pcrce  considered 
such  other  sites/locations? 
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Public  Comments 


PAGE  2 29  Augiist  1970 

SUBJFICT:  Comment  s/querioa  regarding  location  (proposed)  of 
Project  M-X 


c.  Has  DOD,  specifically  Department  of  the  Air  Ftoroe,  given 
the  local  populace  inside  the  prospectlva/proposed  site  locatios 
a complete  anJ  detailed  briefin'  of  '.vhat  can  be  exp'-cteU  If  the 
project  la  approved  and  put  into  operation,  to  include  pros*eot 
of  first-strike  area  targetting  by  hostile  forces  in  the  ev<-nt 
of  arned  conflict? 

1 ) If  not,  why?  ^ 


5-58 (cont) 


.)  If  30,  how  detailed  was  the  Infooiaatlon  dlssemimted 
and  to  whom  was  it  dlsaemlnated ? 


3«  Although  my  wife  and  I .:o  not  reside  currently  in  northwest 
Ka/jsas,  her  entire  fa-iily  does  reside  within  the  Effected  area. 
Because  of  this,  we  are  very  interested  in  this  matter  emd  would 
appreciate  hearing  from  your  office  on  the  above  queries. 


THOMPdOK 


\ 


!>.  & Mrs.  J.  M.  Thompson 
5l®  Biyberry  Lane 
Greensboro,  KG  27405 
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Perry  Internationa!.,  Inc. 

IITSOl  III  ITIIISIKI'M 
run  MIH.I’IIIA.  I’\  lilllUl  S\ 
IU.KI’IIOM  f.>i:>l<'>(i.Vl  l:!0 
in.l-X  S,!IL>Ilil>l-KR\  IMI  l’ll\ 


August  24,  1978 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  £ Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  USAF  (SAF/MIQ) 

Pentagon,  Washington  D.C.  20330 

Refi  Letter  14  Aug.  1970  SAF/MIQ  to  Perry  International, 
MX  Milestone  II  EIS 


Dear  Mr.  Stern: 

He  have  reviewed  Volume  IV,  Basing  Mode  Evaluation  of  the 
MX  EIS,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  electrical  power  require- 
ments developed  for  the  various  BMCA's.  We  found  it  helpful 
in  a general  sense  for  one  of  our  clients  to  assess  the  potential 
MX  basing  business  impact. 

It  would  be  helpful  in  further  impact  studies  if  somewhat 
greater  detail  could  be  provided  as  to  how  the  various  requirements 
of  the  several  BMCA's  may  or  could  be  met.  We  would  find  this 
especially  helpful. 


Very  Truly  yours, 

■vk.vt  /i  IcJja 

Robert  A.  Webster 


RAH:sj 
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5 S«pt«Bb«r  1978 


Deputy  for  Invironaont  «nd  8«foty 
fAF/Nig, 

Offleo  of  tho  Aaalataat  Saeftmry,  USAF 
Faatafon 

Waahlagtoaf  O.C.  20330 

Attaatloai  Or.  Carloa  Starn 

Oaputy  for  Eavlronaoat  fi  Safaty 

Kafaraaeai  Draft  X.X.S.  for  NXi  Milaatoaa  12 

Oaatlaaaai 


Aftar  ear af ally  raading  thia  K,Z,S,|  ay  obaarvatlona  ara 
aa  followat 

1.0  Prooraa  Ovarviaw.Paqa  1-77,  Backaround  (3. 5. 5.2),  If  t)>a 
vartlcal  shaltar  la  ladaad  aora  protactiva  aad  laaa  axpaaaiva, 
which  waa  kaown  froa  Nlnutaaaa  atudiaa,  why  axpand  furthar 
BCD  fuada  to  aaalyaa  tha  othar  ahaltar  achaaaa  7 


2.0  Prooraa  Ovarvlaw.Paoa  Z-81,  Hava  Boat  (3. 6. 1.1),  My  axpariaaca 
with  BIA/EIS  invaatlgatlona  in  tha  daaart  on  tht  SOHIO  Mid-Contiaant/ 
Waat  Coaat  Pipallna  Projact  ahow  that  tha  daaart  cannot  racovar 

aad  haal  itaalf  froa  eonatruction  activitiaa  for  a pariod  of 
ao  laaa  than  a eantury,  and  parhapa  aueh  longar. 

2.1  Purthar,  it  haa  baan  ahown  that  racraation  vahiclaa  (auch 

aa  four-whaal-driva  jaapa,  duna  buggiaa,  and  aotorcyclaa)  follow 
eonatruction  roada,  thua  furthar  intruding  into  unapoilad  portiona 
of  tho  daaart, 

2.2  California  and  othar  atatoa  hava  conaidorod  banning  racraatioaal 
vahiclaa  for  juat  tha  raaaon  naationad  abovo  in  2,1, 

2.3  Daaart  flood  plaina  ara  axtraaaly  dalicata  and  patha  of 
raiawatar  run-off  ara  aaaily  affactod  by  eonatruction.  Thia  fact 
aloaa  could  radically  altar  largo  oxpanaea  of  tha  daaart, but 
particularly  whara  MX  onglnoaring  raquirementa  are  not  amicabla 
to  ragional  onvlronBonta. 

3.0  Prooraa  Ovarviaw.  Pago  1-87,  Socioeconomic  ef facta .Tranaiant 
workera  ara,  by  and  largo,  aaaociatad  by  tho  ganaral  public  with 
thalr  aftar-houra  activitiaa  in  neighboring  towna  than  with  tha 
job-alta  contributiona  of  auch  workman. 

Crlma  can  ba  an  laauo  in  aurrounding  communitiaa  whara  workman 
apand  a groat  deal  of  time,  and  there  ia  tha  potential  that  tha 
larger  NX  aitaa  could  ahaltar  aoma  fugitivaa  from  juatice,  aa 
tha  larger  campa  of  the  North  Slope,  Alaaka,'  now  do, 
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3.1  Nh«ii  th«r«  is  a lanahfcy  construction  pariod  at  any  ons 
potantitX  base,  thsra  is  a tandancy  for  speculators  to  over-build 
an  area  with  single  fanily  dwellings. 

When  this  occurs,  as  ,lt  did  in  Rapid  City.  South  Dakota  and  in 
other  Mlnutenan  bases,  there  is  a massive  drop  in  the  value 
(and  occupancy)  of  thousands  of  hones  when  the  program  is 
completed.  Without  follow-on  contracts,  these  towns  and  citxes 
suffer  radical  social  changes  and  their  futures  are  are  fraught 
with  real  estate  perils.  This  reason  alone  is  a pressing  point 
for  expanding'  Mlnutenan  bases,  now.  and  uot  entering  upon  iurther. 
actual  building  of  MX  sites. 

4.0  yull-Seale  Encineerinq  Development. Pages  11-104.105.  Modify 
Current  ICBM  ...  (4.3.2).  There  is  no  pub..ishod.  factual  data 
that  overall  costs  of  expanding  Mlnutenan  (at  its  established 
bases)  would  in  any  way  cost  more  than  MX  will  cost  in  RSD  alone. 

Mew  Soviet  SS  series  missiles  with  25-30  megaton  warheads  will 
equally  devastate  MX  sites  as  well  as  Mlnutenan  sites,  and  Soviet 
targeting  cannot  be  thought  to  overlook  NX  operational  sites 
when  and  if  they  become  operations  ready. 

Turther.  there  have  been  nc  studies  to  access  whit  the  communities 
around  the  MX  bases  will  think  when  they  discover  the  barrage 
of  incoming  warheads  that  could  strike  their  regions. 

5.0  Missile  Flight  Testing.  The  Air  Force  should  expect  the 
Sierra  Club  and  other  similar  groups  to  refute  AF  views  of  how 
habitats  will  be  changed,  These  refutations  will  be  in  detail, 
written  by  formitable  authorities.  Counter-refutation,  point  by 
point,  will  be  required, 

4.0  Basing  Mode  Evaluation,  Paga  IV-10.  ALCC  availability  to 
NX  sites  is  no  asset  since  only  Minuteman  is  now  configured 

to  accept  ALCC  launch  votes.  In  fact.  SAC  would  have  to  re-route 
and  re-schedule  massive  KC-135  patterns  now.  and  DC-10  patterns 
later,  just  to  cover  the  projected  desert  areas, 

7.0  Summary.  Minuteman  III  will  be  more  effective  then  MX.  and  is 
now  in  place  with  bases  established,  Minuteman  III  can  target  more 
Soviet  sites  with  its  multiple  warheads,  which  is  technologically 
a great  asset  that  MX  lacks. 

The  advent  of  the  Boeing  747  or  DC-10  equipped  with  56-70  ALCM 
Cruise  Missiles  gives  the  US  an  excellent  mohile  platform  to 
deter  enemy  attacks  and  to  strike  massive  nations  if  needed. 

In  this  manner,  missiles  can  cover  Soviet  targets,  and  can  do 
so  without  investing  billions  of  dollars  in  the  costly  and 
potentially  unfeasible  MX. 
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Sincerely. 


Tim  Nhalen.  Technical  Editor 
12307  East  16th  Street 
Tulsa OX  74126 


VI  - 5-58  Public  Corments 


From 


<'  0 C V 1 1 I,  ^ 


■S  i t ; 

?/,■_.  h'-^- 

y/ 

X-/.  (.  . ^ c c*lc.  .<!>,  -1.  ^ J.  « I V.  ''”■ 

c^mc  ^V..*,,,C.  A<r'-“<^^-’ 

j^ra^J'  Y /-it  <■  t A -*  c An  , ('c^^c. 

Cl  ^ (S  Clc  \c.j  ■<  t • .T>ti  , 


Z^C  LCf'v-*  ^Z.cw^- 


t >•' «.»’. 


^ -*’-  C t *.  ^ 

^\c  Z/l^^  ^ lep^c^  • /i  . 

•4-‘  “•■-'■  ..  ^'.V  ^ 

_^i...,  Vh  Cl-AS-f:,.!-,-^ 

'Ry  y 


PCA 


■lyo^ 


■^'i.  r-t 


u- 


. /fa 


tho  go  ohood  pooph 


5-67 


Public  Consents  '"I  - 5-59 


WINDMILL  ALLIANCE 

P.O.BOX155 

BENKELMAN,  NEBRASKA 
69021 

"Blessed  are  the  peacemakers:  for  they  shall  be  called  the  children  of  Cod. " 

St.  Matthew  5:9 

'C)nSf  StC  1 
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THE  M-X  NUCLEAR  MISSILE  PROGRAM 

6*(C  wi^toc-tenniljU^  & aJi 


Whit  it  it  — Tht  M-X  is  « lind-bited  inittconlincnlil  ballistic  missile  (ICBM)  desi|ned  to  luiment  the  tilttint  force  of 
Minutemin  III  and  Titan  tCBMs.  Besides  being  mobile  each  M-X  ^ould  carry  10  to  14  independently  targeted  «irhcadt  (the 
Minuieman  1 1 carries  only  three  and  the  Titan  only  one)  and  each  warhead  would  have  twice  the  accuracy  of  the  Minuteman  III 
warhead.  The  path  of  the  M-X  warhead  could  be  adjusted  in  flight  to  at  to  elude  enemy  dereniet,  a feature  known  at  "MARV" 
{.Maneuverable  Reentry  Vehicle). 

Although  the  M'X  is  being  advertised  for  itsmobilily.theextremeaccuracyoflhewatheids.whichcould  hit  within  too  feet  of  the 

■arget  after  traveling  J.OOO  miles,  is  probably  the  most  important  feature  of  the  new  weapon.  With  a projected  )00  mistilet  each 

:arryingl0tol4independentlytargeled  warheads,  the3,000to4,2ooM-X  warheads  could  beutedin"limlled"striVes  at  selected 

jovict  targets. 

M-X  suoporicrt  claim  that  a mobile  missile  system  it  needed  to  counter  Soviet  developments  which  threaten  the  survival  of  our 
■urrent  landbased  ICBMt.  They  neglect,  however,  the  fact  that  over  60  per  cent  of  the  U.S.  strategic  nuclear  force  is  securely 
'laced  in  submarines  and  bombers.  Moreover,  General  David  Jones,  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff,  testified  before  Congress  ing  l»7J 
hat  "it  will  be  a long  time  before  (the  Soviets)  could  disarm  the  Minuieman  force  with  any  great  assurance.  I question  whether 
heywilleverbcabletodothat." 

Because  they  will  be  hidden  it  will  be  impossible  fo  the  other  side  to  count  them  by  satellite  reconnaissance  or  other  "technical 
neans." 

Costs— The  M-X  isancxiremclycapentlycwcapontyttcm.  Eachinitsileitexpcctedtoc..itSIOOmillion,almottatmuchasaB> 
bomber.  Total  costs  for  the  sy.tematccsiimaiedbetweenSJOandSJObillion. 

What's  ahead—  Since  the  M-X  It  at  the  very  early  stages  of  development,  and  a decision  on  building  the  whole  system  it  not  due 
■mil  1 911 , the  ,M-X  conlrov  ersy  It  bound  to  grow. 

President  Carter  now  stands  between  M-X  propenentt  and  M-X  opponents,  who  are  alarmed  by  its  dangerous  qualities,  high 
■-'St  and  environmental  impact.  Carter  cut  M-X  funding  by  S90  million  in  1971.  to  SISS  million,  but  select  Congressmen  have 

.VM.^a.aw  ..  V .a...aW./....Jo 


Public  Comments  vr  5-61 


oeieccions  trom  tne  uran  cnvironmencai  jimpau.  oiHieiucut 

In  liif  Jul)  1**1  iK(  UniiU  Sum  Alt  Fotcc  itktitj  t Dtnfi  EnvitoniMnul  lmpti.1  SititnuM  ceimtnini  ikt  ntiu  M>X 
NiKkit  Mimic  Ptoitcm.  Thli  Drift  Ctiviiontncnul  Itnpici  Stiitmcni  i«  wtlltcn  in  etSct  to  live  ih«  pukik.  iMlI  •ffwiik  inS 
•(cncic<,ci>ncttncdet|iniuiiM«indFc4ctili|cnckiic^ti<ti«rc'lc«'indtMiincni.kublI<  licitln|«ciflkcvMakdHpM 
rcpui II.  iMcmbcti  of  ih*  Windmill  AlllitKchitcipokraonlk  Alt  Foret  efncliliinihcPcnuieniohOMduM  be tturttkitilHW 
lotchcdukipvblkbcirlntfcilurlniKpalmmMftomlkcM'XbroJtci.) 

About  1,000  touitc  tnikt  of  <micrn  Ncbriiki  ind  Kinw  ind  EKictn  Colotide  villcd  ihf  "SOUTH  FLATTC  FL  AIMS" 
ircikaciitclybciniconildtrtdforihtlocillonofilMptopottd.M-XMhtlkSFtlciii. 

Ai  ptcM  nt  ihctc  itc  ill  ortit  In  ibe  icn  ottitrniiiiM  tocitidtted  "Ctotcthnkilly  Suiiibk"  for  iht  M-X  Ftojcct.  Somt  pf  Ibt 
ctilcrli  upon  « hich  Ike  final  ilit  ickttlon  will  bt  kaacdon: 

1.  LewPofMkilotidfMhF 

2.  AbMiKtofUiililyUn«t(Cai,On.Ek<lrict 

2.  MinimumofSOfaoiiobadtodierwticfUkk 

Other  criicru  not  tpctiritd  art  dtpendani  upon  tkt  katlni  medt  uf  iht  icchnoloiy  developed  to  Irantpott  and  deploy  ikt 
miuikt.  At  preuni  Ike  fellowin|batln|modtt  arc  under  coMidtraiioii: 

1.  UndtriroundTrtnchat 

2.  ConvtnliontlSIloi 

2.  UnderwaitrceAccalmeiM 

ll  knot  ckaruhttkcrtnviranmcnialeenildtratloni  alike  lilt  <•  ill  dticrmint  lilt  barini  mode,  or  rvhcthrr  the  ic.-knoloirvckc' 
ltd  mill dcitrmine Ikt  itM. 

Tktrc  arc  tkrec  iiatti  of  devciopmcnl  lhrou|k  whkh  Ike  project  mutt  proceed.  Tkc  firii  uaic  invoivti  iiud.v  of  cnliilni  napi 
and  leoloikil  lurvtyi.  The  tecond  conilili  of  Ikt  actual  “ktworli",  aerial  pkoiM,  <urvc>in|«.  eic,  Tkc  Ikird  iicp  k tkc  actual 
production,  coniirucilon  and  deployment,  Tktouik  tkt  ptoccM  of  Ikctc  three  titpt,  2 Environmental  Impact  Statcmcnti  will  be 
rtkoted.  Tilt  firat  one  k icniailvtly  planned  for  rtkait  in  October,  Tkii  tiaicmcni  wilt  coniiil  of  kticrt  and  commeiwi  from  Ikt 
public  to  be  publiikcd  In  retpontt  to  the  propoicd  project  and  any  revitiont  or  updaiti  of  tkt  plan.  Tkc  iccond  win  be  hwicd  In 
IMI  after  Conirett  hat  voted  on  fundini  of  the  prokcl.  liklnlhltiiticmcniiktlihoiietcIcctcdwIllbtofflclatlyrtktted.Tkt 
niutiiaicmcniwil'bciiiucdjuii  priorlotkcaciutlconiiructionanddeploymcni  ofmlttilctailhcpropoMdiiie, 

‘Alihouih  lar|c  amounii  of  Ike  laipayt.e'  money  have  already  been  tpcni  (SI  51  Million  for  leilini  In  11)2  alone  accordinp  to 
one  iourcc)  on  ihii  project,  the  fate  of  the  protram  will  bcdKidtd  in  Contrew  In  1*20.  Once  tkc  bud|ci  It  approt  td  and  a tilt  k 
ulccicd,  tkc  final  Eniironmenlal  Impact  Statement  will  be reltatrd,  Furckatcoflandand  cicluiion  of  itt  Inhabnantt  witt  not 
proceed  until  the  mid  citkllct,  accordint  totke  Alt  Force.  (Some  tource<  believe  earlkr.) 

The  Air  Foreeaiklthai  all  eommrnii  on  thitpeopoted  tile  be  received  bySepiemberttl»)*enablin|lhemlortviewandtntwer 
allcommcniireecitid.iopubliihiniheitiirtiEnvjronmentallmpaci  Statement.  All  correipondencercsardinithH  matter  ihould 
bcaddrtttcdio: 

Tkc  Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Offteeof  Iht  Secretary  of  the  Air  Fort* 

Wathlntien.D.C.  20220 

Copier  uf  the  S-velume  report,  entitled  "Droll  Environmental  Impact  Siaiemtni,  MX:  .Miletione  II"  have  been  ktued to  only 
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CaXifarnla*  (.000  ao.  tiXaa 

too  tiaallat  in  huriad  tranchaa. 
tko  in  hariaantaX  ahaXtara.  1(0  in 
varticaX  ahaXtara.  )tO  in  paoXa  and 
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noslnaX  araa  raquirad  for  aacurity 
dapXoynant  of  iioo  niaoiXaa  in  varticaX 
ahaXtara.  )20  in  pooXa.  200  in  huriad^ 
tranchaa.  2(0  in  horitontaX  ahaXtara 
and  120  in  point  aacurity  varticaX 
ahaXtara.  Dua  ta  ahaXXov  {round  vatar 
tha  Northvtatam  2)6  of  tha  araaa  nay 
ha  unaultacXo  for  varticaX  ahadtara* 

1)20  nlaalXaa*  26.400  aiXoa. 

Taxaa  4 Ka«  Kaxlco 

200  nlaaiXaa  in  huriad  tranchaa.  , 
)6o  in  horicontaX.  4oo  in  varticaX. 

)20  in  pooXa  and  120  point-1400  aiaaiXoa 


hcVSN  S.K.  C.A.'a 


Central  Xavada  Craat  (tain 
tXnoat  all  S.t.R. 

orlnary  axiatlnf  vat  la  cattXa  (rtalni 
ninaraX  producticn  aacendary.  huT 
prUartXy  in  ncur.talna.  fav  raadt. 
no  ralXraada-  vary  lev  pap.  danalty 
futura  land  uaa  prahaXly  tha  aana  ta 
axlatinc  uaai  tharafera.  racovaiy  la 
potaibXo 

aain  diffaranea  hatvaar.  tranah  and 
ahaltar  ratuXta  fran  Xarpar  axclualan 
araaa  raquirad  hy  ahaltar 
na  waXX-davaXopad  Xand-uaa  pXaiw.  hut 
(.L.X.  tanda  tavatd  uulti^a  uaa. 

California  Kajava  Oaaart 

aooa  privata  avnarahip.  hut  auok  la 

»(tltuXtural  rpa6.. 
tvalXahiXity  of  watar  it  Xiaitod- 
dairy  prcducta.  Xivattock  and  puoltry 
ara  laportant— teaa  nir.lna-  too  Intar- 
atata  hifhwtya-  ctiar  rail  llnaa-  aaaa 
patroXaua  produeta  and  natural  |aa 
alpaXlnat-  pop.  danalty  eodarata-  in 
laparial  VaXXay.  vary  hlph  intanalty 
famine  hifh  raeraation  uatfo 
praaant  (.l.K.  uaa  pXarj  art  for 
BultipXo  uaa-  (ovamnant  avnad  proparl 


luka  Air  forea  Ptnxo  in  Vialnlty  of  • 
laitd  aoatXy  undar  i.l.K..  tana  040  am 
privata  owntrihip-  privata  land  pra- 
doalnataXy  ar,ricuXtural-  alnaral  roaai 
•xiat.  hut  no  currant  einlne  aavaral 
natural  yaa  pipaXinaa-  pop.  danalty  m 
Xifht-  currant  land  uaa  plana  tend 
toward  afrieuXturaX  and  raeraatlan 


White  Sanda  MitaiXa  IUn(t 
except  for  Kite,  (ivtr  proper,  land  li 
aalnXy  under  IU(.  with  aont  private 
owntrahlp-  prlaary  land  uaa  it  cattXa 
raiaine  little  alnaral  value-  on*  ia 
atata  hi(hwty  ar4  tost  rail  natwarka 
one  oil  pipeline-  pep.  danalty  lltht 
tW  plant  for  land  uaa  art  aultipTa 


Taxai-Kav  Kaxlco  Xl(h  Plaint 
alaicat  antiraXy  private  owntrahl;!- 
fairXy  dtnaaly  populated-  Xarta  dun* 
crovind  cotton.  aor(hus  and  whaat. 
Xivaatock  irtinf  praaant-  ana  of  ttt 
Boat  a(rieuXturaily  productive  araaa 
tha  country-  axtanaiva  network  of  roa 
and  ralXroodt-  tatana'  ■->  -wtwork  of  a 
and  (at-  few  land  ua-  autaida  a 

urban  aroaa. 


South  (latta  nalna 
land  ownarahlp  priearily  privato- 
raXatlvaXy  hi(h  pop.  dardity  raiXrot 
throughout  area-  fam  to  earkot  hlfh* 
wayt-  ono  natural  (ti  pipaXina-'Xand 
priearily  (ratine  and  ralalng  of  llv< 
atock  and  hay-  tost  production  of  aa* 
com  and  tugar  haatt-  tar.t  currant 
raertatlen  uaa-  only  urhan  araaa  han 
land-uaa  plant 


Rio  Crandt  latln 

land  neatly  privataXy  owned-  (rating 
and  cattXa  produetier..  hut  not  Intan 
tiva-  watar  availability  llnltad-  oi 
ard  (ta  pipaXinaa  prattnt-  ana  Inter 
atata  highway  trd  aavaral  rtiXroadt 

rop.  danaity  vary  light-  no  cu-rant 
and  uao  plana 
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THE  TASHINCIOX  ro$T 


I 


Ofc:aMMf  »TAT« 


Arei-  CtntrtX  KtVt**  ?3lC-ll.#U  &«»« 


Fresh  CliaDenge  Voiced 
To  Missile  ‘Shell  Game’ 


y>ilt«  s>nai»ii>)Ui5,oe«  o«pt.  »f 
Ir.t.,  12)C-t,i50  B«f.,  •<•71*  7pl», 


Ttxu  H.7.-.i00)t.l3,7*7  Mvit* 


Seuret-!.Ational  Atlas  1970 


fort  Collins  221*)2^1 
dsnvsr-lldr*  srss  443-4007  or  <*28*2136 


WINDMILL  ALLIANCE 


P.O.BOXI5S  . 
BENKELMAN,  NEBRASKA 
«902t 


(* 


>7  emit  C.  WttiMi 

HH  Ol*n 

Tkt  f«AUt*a*i  Mbs  of  olijriol  s ti« 
sot  '‘Blltil  with  iBfti  mU* 
• iU«t  to  fool  Iho  Soi'ku  U Mihini 
ihoft  of  Aimi  a utapoo 

ipttlalUt  «ha  partlcipaiH  is  a itmt 
atiiCr  ^ tl*o  toMtpL 

Domtftic  NaliKcL  a rttirtA  N'avy 
captiis  «ho  Mfvtd  as  tha  Sirat  X 
team  that  atsttito  U.S.  airattlle  to- 
Uona  la  tho  IMOi.  m18  tha  “ihtU 
tamt*  Aaplointtt  waulA  (eraa  tha 
Soviata  to  tarsal  a\an  mara  af  thalr 
aualaar  waaponi  an  tha  Amanca  UnO 

U.S.  pUantri  ahould  work  aa  a nu* 
claar  affaaaa  that  would  draw  Savial 
lira  away  fraia  land,  aai  toward  It. 
Paolutd  aaotandaH  lo  aa  iatar\’iaw. 

Kla  arcuntitl  rapreiaata  a fraah 
cballania  ta  tha  mlitUa  dapla>mant 
aehant  tainlas  Bamantum  «ilMa 
tha  lavammeM  aa  Cariir  admlnUtra* 
tlaa  offjdala  laaic  far  ua>i  ta  atiura 
tha  Saaata  and  tha  public  that  utolni 
a aava  arm  ontrol  airaanant  with 
tha  XviaSana  U an  aceaptahit  riak. 

Tha  ahaltiama  concept  ealli  far 
dttclnt  20  holft  (or  ana  iwiilla,  Tha 
mluUa,  complaia  with  lauDeher, 
u-puld  ha  trucked  from  hole  ta  hole 
aeeretly,  lo  dirkneit,  to  that  the  So> 
vlata  lunnen  could  neur  be  sure 
which  uoderiround  lila  held  a mU* 
alia,  • 

If  the  Soviet!  did  not  knew  which 
af  zn  liloi  had  ihe  miiiUe,  biekera  a( 
the  acheme  ar|ue.  they  would  have  ta 
ti!c  at  le««t  20  warhead!  to  co\er  the 
field  hidtnc  the  ilnfie  mittili. 

Oe^oyins  ,n  additional  200  land 
miaiKet,  either  tha  exlttinf  Mtnuie' 
man  or  tha  MX  blockbuiter  mlitile 
under  development,  and  difslns-'io 
holea  f^  each  would  eaniront  the  Sa> 
•vlcta  with  f.OOO  new  Ulat  ta  caver. 

Rather  than  ensase  In  auch  an  ei< 
penilve  and  icIMefeatInf  helei  vf. 
warheada  eanteit.  cote  the  auppanini 
arivment.  Ihe  Savieti  would  be  In* 
elinedta  aisn  an  aireement  with  the 
United  Statea  ta  reduia  the  number 
•f  warhead!  ott  each  aide. 

CfB  Law  Allen  Jr.,  Air  Farce  chief 
•t  ataff,  aaid  lait  week  that  Air  Farce 
atudiM  had  ahawn  that  land  mliilira 
aittinf  atlll  In  und?r.:raund  alloi  could 
not  be  fortified  enauEh  la  keep  Soviet 
II  bomba  from  diuhllns  them. 

One  attractive  reipenia  ta  the  thou* 
aaiida  af  warhead!  tha  Soviet!  are  put* 
tlnf  as  their  mlavllei,  aald  Allen, 
would  ^mlAJlCPlay  *’a  treat  apente* 
af  tartcia  In  the  United  Slate!-  **10  ab< 


!urptl!a  stuck  took  futllt  Is  ths 
KraiUln. 

The  ahelltamc  diptarsveit  lahtlsf 
called  hlAF,  far  XluiUplc  Alls  Mat 
a)etcnu 

"It  U madneaa  ta  uit  Vr.:tad  ttatao 
real  eitate  aa  *s  real  apae;t  to  ab* 
tarb*  Soviet  nuclear  wtapans.*  Fa^ 
tucci  aaierted  in  iosiaatist  Allas'im* 
tionala. 

The  objMthe  of  our  military 
fareei  and  iirattr  ihovX  ba  to  ro- 
duce  tha  wcitht  uf  aoy  pctestial  at* 
tack  an  V.S.  raal  ei:ita  rainar  thas  at* 
tractloe  eves  mare.*  bt  uld.  Tho 
.MAFacheme  would  prasip:  tha  Savf* 
at!  la  aim  20  time!  at  raa&>  warkaada 
at  the  United  Sutta  at  it  daei  sow.  bo 
cenliada4 

The  armt  apKlailat  further  aaaertad 
that  If  the  Usilid  Sutea  did  dl|  s 
field  af  hotel  for  one  mlitdai.  SaHti 
technician!  would  aeon  f(|uta  out  bow 
to  dcicrmUe  which  bole  bald  the  mla* 
tUt. 

The  real  life  politiet  of  deplojlnf 
w-eiponi  alu  would  make  vht  aboil* 
(atre  concept  aelf  dcfeatls;.  Fsalutd 
maintained. 

U a lot  af  hole!  are  du|  fat  a alasta 
mirtlle,  he  predicted,  "there  w dl  coma 
a tine  when  leme  r.:ld  crii.a  or  ether 
clrcuBtunce  will  levitt  t^e  deciilan 
ta  fill  the  hale!  witb  mriiilea  u4 
launcher!  tiace  Ue  balet  art  dus 
anyway,*  • 

The  reaulL  he  aiid.  would  bt  nht 
tame  fiied,  v'vlnerablt  ayaiem  wt  art 
tr^Ini  tt  replaeo" 

He  laid  the  Strai  X team,  whick 
lined  throuzh  varteui  tiraieik  tp* 
tiont  for  then  Defer.it  Secretary  Rtb* 
ert  S.  Mc.Simara.  looked  at  tht  ahell* 
came  propoial  and  refected  H at  un* 
aeund  before  aubmltUnc  Iti  iap'Oeeret 
report  In  INT, 

Aakad  about  Ihan  erttklame.  ant 
mlliury  advaeatt  af  the  ihelhtamt 
ayaiem  cauniertd  that  deception  aouM 
be  achieved  by  aendinc  dreey  ntleiilt 
iraniporiera  around  tht  field  of  anaa. 
The  miatlle  Itirlf  eauld  bt  kept  In  sn 
er.claaed  canlater.  Tht  ran.tter  etuld 
be  lowered  lata  the  alia  Is  luch  s wty 
that  a Soviet  apy  latalltu  could  sot 
tell  whether  the  miiailt  had  bees  dt* 
pouted  In  the  holt. 

A!  ftr  fUtinc  up  tht  empty  haltt 
with  additional  FIX  mUviki  tn  • pt* 
riod  of  tenilun,  backera  of  tnt  multi* 
pie  aim  point  a)  Mem  aaM  prodaeioc 
extra  ntiaiilet  wouip  take  amrol 
ycura  ar*d  the  Savteu  wculd  karn 
about  It.  Aht,  It  wit  arrued.  makini 
extra  mUvilca  to  Ml  ut  the  empty 
holea  would  vlolaie  tA>  iifnil  01 
launchtrf  In  the  SALT  atrermtsL 


aorb**  the  Soviet  warheada.  maUoc  a 


.eii#vSr  ^ Xfid  /wulcjCc^ 

^£wio  7WX  ymc.  3otJJ^  ZfrA/wmAfww 
77a  ^xmaui^*^  ^ 

A^UtA.  CO  X':ya2-{iD3)  m-otu 
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Ks  - Ss 


^y/Ze  e yj  iS^vS.  *i^(;M^^.-^.i  Ji-^  ^^6'. 
iiy£k<t^‘ti'iy'^-Lf  /)  d>.  Jtoiso 


c e- 


^"'r/--/7/^j 


•^16.  •■C.t'iC  ^(•'<'  ia/  -r.-iiV'i-^t.  O*  , 

y~  kS"^'  6 J( tAt:f/’i't.v , ^ />^c\,'C‘'/‘U</<'<--'^  cu.^>i,\L^.' 

/te^o^  -'•(-'t'.' t',  tc^t! 

n/Acc/  rM  t'O-acf-:  li.Y’ 


Cy  0/1 


S^o-^e-uAt^w' ! ^ 
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,.}*>  w««k'»  Imim  of  the 

Atwood  CltisoD‘Potriot  ft  vtty 
lotortftthif  ftad  diftiroiftioft  itory 
tppctrod  whiek  1 Mn  tun  it  of 
gwtt  intorott  to  Wettoni  JC»a- 
Mt  dtiteot. 

• **“'7  ^ P»rt  foUowi: 

juwtmt  county  U on*  of  ton 
mrthwetUrn  KnaiM  eountioi 
th«t  mty  hnvo  icrieultitral  Inndt 
twtUowod  up  in  an  8,000  tqunro 
mile  miatiie  tite  now  beinr 
planned  for  WaaUm  Nabraaka, 
Eaatom  Colorado  and  Wettem 
Kantu.” 

„-Th*  roferrod  to  at  the 
“South  PlatU  Plaint"  it  a Cve- 
volume  report  prepared  by  the 
^''*1  Eogbieering  uvition  of  the 
^ Force,  it  one  of  aeven  silet 
being  eontidered  foi-  tbe  location 
of  the  MIX  Mitaile.  Tlie  othert 
are  in  Southwettem  United 
States. 

■ Platte  Plains  tite 

IS  seieeted,  the  impact  on  land 
rights,  local  government,  eco- 
nomics  and  electrical  energy  use 
will  be  ‘Very  large”  the  Air 
n’tw- The  report  in  Vol. 

I V,  p.  57  reads:  "Much  of  the  land 
« in  privite  ownership,  and 
frequently,  is  crop  land  or 
^ung  land.  In  addition,  much  of 
It  IS  inhabited.  Deployment  in 
these  areas  would  require  pur- 
chase of  the  land  and  exclusion  of 
laraert  and  ranchers,  many  of 
whom  currently  live  on  the  land, 
^e  economic  impact  would 
largely  result  from  loss  of  these 
activities." 

The  ten  Kansas  counties  affec- 
ted by  the  proposed  missile  site 
•re:  Cheyenne,  Rawlins,  Sher- 
msn,  Thornes,  WsUsco,  Login. 
Gove.  Greeley,  Wichita  and 
Scott. 

Questions  and  comments  from 
atttens  in  the  ares  concerning 
the  proposed  missile  site  in  this 
•ret  mwt  be  received  by  ^p. 
tember  d at:  The  Deputy  Erf- 
vwnment  and  Safety.  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Air  Force 
(^•MIQ).  Washington.  D?  c! 

_ Time  is  short  and  our  immed- 
rC'Mtion  to  tho  proposod 
Northwestern  Kansas  Missile 
site  is  an  emphatic  No.  We 
personally  like  Northwest  Kan- 


sjs  just  like  It  it.  We  are  certain 
therw  are  vast  arena  of  wasteland 
thfttif  the  ITnited  ^tei  thet  cfta 
M used  for  mitaile  titet,  rather 
thw  tearing  up  valuable  crop 
and  cattle  producing  lands  in 
wertern  Nebruka,  Eastern  Col- 
orado and  Western  Kansas. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20030 


0»»iei  0*  TMt  AltItTANT  SlCWTAMV 


September  13,  1978 


Dear  Ms.  Brock t 

This  responds  to  your  recent  letter  and  those  of  the 
schoolchildren  to  the  Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
regarding  potential  site  selection  for  deployment  of  the 
United  States  Air  Force  proposed  Missile  X (MX) . We  appre- 
ciate hearing  of  your  concerns  and  will  consider  them  as  we 
continue  our  studies  and  evaluations. 

We  are  still  in  the  early  stages  of  system  development? 
there  is  no  MX  missile  yet,  nor  are  we  ready  to  select* any 
location (s)  to  site  the  proposed  system.  The  recently 
released  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) , I-lXt 
Milestone  11,  was  prepared  to  assist  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  deciding  whether  the  program  is  ready  to  proceed 
into  Full  Scale  Engineering  Development.  A positive  decision 
could  lead  to  designing  an  MX  missile,  building  20  prototyoes 
and  flight  testing  them  at  Vandenberg  AFB,  California. 
Additionally,  we  expect  to  further  define  the  program  by 
selecting  one  of  the  following  basing  modes  for  development: 
vertical  or  horizontal  shelter  or  buried  trench. 

The  MX  Milestone  11  Statement  also  discusses  seven  repre- 
sentative areas  in  ten  western  stater;  that  are  geotechnically 
suitable  for  a project  of  this  magnitude.  This  was  done  to 
compare  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  basing  modes 
being  considered.  Additionally,  the  comparative  basing  mode 
analyses  identify,  for  future  study,  alternative  system  designs 
and  deploj'ment  configurations  that  could  mitigate  impacts  and 
provide  the  least  disruption  of  existing  land  uses.  It  should 
be  noted  that  while  any  of  the  potential  basing  modes  may  be 
deployed  over  large  areas,  they  would  not  necessarily  require 
exclusive  use  of  an  area. 
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If  the  MX  goes  into  full-scale  development,  site  selection 
decisions  for  the  system  would  be  made  in  about  two  years  and 
only  after  many  additional  studies  including  another  separate 
EIS  have  been  prepared.  This  next  EIS  would  set  out,  in  much 
more  detail  than  the  Milestone  II  Statement,  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  each  candidate  deployment  site.  Since 
the  seven  areas  included  in  the  Milestone  II  Statement  are 
represented  as  case  studies,  not  all  of  them  will  necessarily 
appear  in  the  future  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statemeat  for 
proposed  deployment  site  selection.  Conversely,  areas  not 
described  in  the  Milestone  II  Statement  may  be  included  at 
that  time  depending  on  discoveries  and  design  definitions 
made  in  full-scale  engineering  development. 

The  future  site  selection  EIS  will  consider  the  public 
response  received  on  the  Milestone  II  Statement.  Additionally 
the  Air  Force  will  hold  public  hearings  on  the  future  Draft 
EIS  for  deployment  site  selection.  All  these  comments  and  a 
resultant  Final  EIS  will  be  considered  in  deciding  on  any  site(s) 
for  deployment.  To  hold  a public  hearing  on  potential  siting 
at  this  time,  however,  would  be  premature. 

We  also  wish  to  advise  that  the  Air  Force  will  shortly 
present  two  informational  briefings  on  the  MX  program  and  its 
status  of  development.  One  of  these  briefings  is  being 
arranged  by  Mr.  Stewart  John-.^n,  manager  for  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  Ogallala,  Nebraska  (308)284-4066,  to  be  held  in 
Ogallala,  Nebraska.  The  other  is  being  arranged  by  Mr.  Paul 
Metcalf,  City  Manager,  Yuma,  Colorado  (303)848-2242,  to  be 
held  in  Yuma,  Colorado.  These  organizations  will  announce 
the  time  and  place  for  these  briefings. 

We  trust  this  satisfactorily  responds  to  the  concerns 
expressed  in  your  letter  and  advises  on  the  status  of  the 
MX  program. 


Sincerely, 

CARLOS  STERN,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for 
Environment  & Safety 
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Co-{ 


August  31,  1978 


Deputy  of  the  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Sir: 

I am  writing  concerning  the  proposed  M-X.  Kissile  site  for 
Northeastern  Colorado  and  portions  of  Nebraska. 

The  proposal  calls  for  the complete  removal  of  several  towns 
and  the  destruction  of  thousands  of  acres  of  farm  land 
for  laying  in  an  underground  tunnel  and/or  missile  silos. 

I will  not  delve  into  the  absurdity  of  such  a plan,  but 
contain  my  remarks  to  the  social  and  economic  aspects  of 
such  an  endeavor. 

Yuma  County,  of  which  I am  a resident,  spans  several  thousand 
acres.  It  is  the  home  of  thousands  of  people  and  a source  of 
millions  of  agrlcultur^tl  dollars.  Several  generations  of 
families  have  lived,  sweated,  and  died  in  this  country  for 
one  purpose-to  make  this  land  their  home  and  their  life. 
Through  their  dedication  and  determination,  this  area  has 
been  transformed  from  the  "Great  American  Desert"  to  a 
tremendous ' food  producing  . area. 

Yuma  and  the  surrounding  cotmties  are  consistently  Lop 
producers  of  wheat,  com,  meat,  and  many  other  very  vital 
foodstuffs.  The  economic  contribution  made  by  these  agri- 
culturists is  substanclal  to  not  only  Colorado  but  to  the 
nation  as  well.  The  upper  layers  of  the  soil  yield  their 
fruitful  bounty,  but  if  we  go  deeper  into  the  earth  we 
also  find  oil  and  gas  reserves  that  are  Just  beginning  to 
be  tapped. 

The  installation  of  your-and  I emphasize  your,  for  it  is  not 
the  peoples-  missile  base  will  uproot  thse  hard  working 
people  and  destroy  their  only  means  of  existence.  You 
will  be  transforming  this  country  from  a life  producing  and 
life  perpetuating  region  into  a barren  wasteland  with  the 
capacity  for  life  destroying. 

I ask  that  you  consider  the  tremendous  Impact  that  you 
will  have  on  the  lives  of  these  people  and  on  those  who 
depend  on  the  food  produced  from  this  area.  Is  a missile 
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site  that  destroys  peoples  lives  (even  before  the  "button" 
is  pushed)  justified,  just  so  that  Generals  can  play  the 
"pea  under  the  shell"  game  with  foreign  nations?  I know  it 
is  not  justified  nor  is  it  feasible.  Please  reconsider  your 
plan  to  implement  such  a potentially  disastrous  military 
site. 

I also  have  two  questions  that  have  arisen  through  my  discussions 
with  the  residents  of  the  areas  affected  by  the  proposal ; 

1)  Why  weren't  the  Initial  plans  and  proposals  for  location 
of  the  missile  site  distributed  to  the  people  that  would  be 
directly  affected  by  the  proposal  (viz,  Yuma.  Colorado;  Wray, 
Colorado;  ect.),  and  2)  Why  was  a deadline  for  responding 
pro  or  con  to  the  proposal  arbitrarily  set  for  September 
5,  1978,  when  the  residents  of  the  area  were  never  formally 
informed  of  such  a plan? 

I will  await  your  response  on  this  matter  and,  once  again, 

I request  that  you  reconsider  your  plan  for  the  M-X  mlssle 
site. 

Sincerely , 


Tim  Buchanan 

Wages  Route 

Yxana,  Colorado  80759 

cc:  The  Honorable  Floyd  K.  Haskell,  U.S.  Senate 
The  Honorable  Gary  Hart,  U.S.  Senate 

The  Honorable  James  Johnson,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 


VI  - 5-70  Public  Comments 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  XSM 


0»»lCI  0*  Tnt  AmSTAMT  SlCAfTAMV 


September  13,  1978 


Dear  Mr.  Buchanans 

This  responds  to  your  recent  letter  to  the  Deputy  for 
Environment  and  Safety  regarding  potential  site  selection  for 
deployment  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  proposed  Missile  X 
(MX) . We  appreciate  hearing  of  your  concerns  and  will  consider 
them  as  we  continue  our  studies  and  evaluations. 

We  are  still  in  the  early  stages  of  system  development; 
there  is  no  MX  missile  yet,  nor  are  we  ready  to  select  any 
location (s)  to  site  the  proposed  system.  Th"*  recently 
released  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  MX: 
Milestone  II,  was  prepared  to  assist  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  deciding  whether  the  program  is  ready  to  proceed 
into  Full  Scale  Engineering  Development.  A positive  decision 
could  lead  to  designing  an  MX  missile,  building  20  prototypes 
and  flight  testing  them  at  Vandenberg  AFB,  California. 
Additionally,  we  expect  to  further  define  the  program  by 
selecting  one  of  the  following  basing  modes  for  development: 
vertical  or  horizontal  shelter  or  buried  trench. 

The  MX  Milestone  II  Statement  also  discusses  seven  repre- 
sentative areas  in  ten  western  states  that'  are  geotechnically 
suitable  for  a project  of  this  magnitude.  This  was  done  to 
compare  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  basing  modes 
being  considered.  Additionally,  the  comparative  basing  mode 
analyses  identify,  for  future  study,  alternative  system  designs 
and  deployment  configurations  that  could  mitigate  impacts  and 
provide  the  least  disruption  of  existi’^ig  land  uses.  It  should 
be  noted  that  while  any  of  the  potential  basing  modes  may  be 
deployed  over  large  areas,  they  would  not  necessarily  require 
exclusive  use  of  an  area. 
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If  the  MX  goes  into  full-scale  developnient,  site  selection 
decisions  for  the  system  would  be  made  in  about  two  years  and 
only  after  many  additional  studies  including  another  separate 
EIS  have  been  prepared.  This  next  EIS  would  set  out,  in  much 
more  detail  than  the  Milestone  II  Statement,  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  each  candidate  deployment  site.  Since 
the  seven  areas  included  in  the  Milestone  II  Statement  are 
represented  as  case  studies,  not  all  of  them  will  necessarily 
aopear  in  the  future  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
proposed  deployment  site  selection.  Conversely,  areas  not 
described  in  the  Milestone  II  Statement  may  be  included  at 
that  time  depending  on  discoveries  and  design  definitions 
made  in  full-scale  engineering  development. 

The  future  site  selection  EIS  will  consider  the  public 
response  received  on  the  Milestone  II  Statement.  Additionally 
the  Air  Force  will  hold  public  hearings  on  the  future  Draft 
EIS  for  deployment  site  selection.  All  these  comments  and  a 
resultant  Final  EIS  will  be  considered  in  deciding  on  any  site. 

In  response  to  your  two  questions: 

1)  The  MX:  Milestone  II  Draft  Statement  is  an 
initial  analysis  of  a missile  and  its  basing  mode.  It  was  ^ 
not  for  the  purpose  of  analyzing  deployment  sites  for  selection. 
Therefore,  development  decisions  at  Milestone  II  will  not  _ 
directly  affect  the  South  Platte  Plains  area.  Site  selection 
will  be  the  subject  of  a future  draft  environmental  impact  _ 
statement  planned  for  release  during  next  summer . Distributions 
of  Environmental  Impact  Statements  are  made  directly  to  the_ 
local  public  through  their  state  and  local  government  agencies, 
planning  commissions,  and  libraries  along  with  news  media 
announcements  on  their  availability.  Subsequent  distributions 
are  made  to  individual  requestors, 

2)  The  public  comment  period  for  draft  statements 

is  not  arbitrarily  set.  It  is  determined  by  federal  guidelines 
as  being  45  days  from  the  date  the  draft  statement  is  released 
to  the  public  and  announced  in  the  Federal  Register.  These 
dates  for  the  MX  Milestone  II  Draft  Statement  were  the  week  of 
July  16,  1978  and  July  24,  1978,  respectively.  Hence,  the 
45-day  comment  period  was  set  to  close  on  September  5,  1978. 
However,  in  response  to  numerous  requests,  we  extended  the 
comment  period  until  September  22,  1978. 
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The  Air  Force  will  shortly  present  three  informational 
briefings  on  the  MX  program  and  its  status  of  development. 

One  of  these  briefings  is  being  arranged  by  Mr.  Stewart  Johnson, 
manager  for  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Ogallala,  Nebraska  (308) 
284-4066,  to  be  held  in  Ogallala,  Nebraska.  A second  briefing 
is  being  arranged  by  Mr.  Paul  Metcalf,  City  Manager,  Yuma, 
Colorado  (303)848-2242,  to  be  held  in  Yuma,  Colorado.  The 
third  briefing  will  be  held  in  Goodland,  Kansas  and  is  being 
arranged  by  Mr.  Jack  Huback,  City  Manager  of  Goodland,  Kansas 
(913)899-2372.  These  organizations  will  announce  the  time 
and  place  for  these  briefings. 

We  trust  this  satisfactorily  responds  to  the  concerns 
expressed  in  your  letter  and  advises  on  the  status  of  the 
MX  program. 


Sincerely, 

CARLOS  STERN,  Ph.D. 

■ Deputy  for 
Environment  & Safety 
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Mirilf  a 

Fowler  <•>>  Congress 

2118  Avenue'" A"  Kearney,  Nebraska  68847  Telephone  (308)  234-5521 


August  29 t 1978 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 

The  Deputy  o£  Environment  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAP/MIQ) 

Washington  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Stern, 

As  the  Democratic  Candidate  for  Congress  in  Nebraska's  Third 
Congressional  District,  I am  writing  you  to  express  my  concern 
sd)out  the  proposed  South  Platte  Plains  MX  Missile  sites  in 
western  Nebraska. 


I have  recently  returned  from  a campaign  swing  through  approximately 
fifteen  counties  in  the  area  being  suggested  as  a possible  missile 
site.  I have  found  that  landowners,  farmers,  ranchers,  in  the  area 
are  quite  concerned  abouth  the  issues  of  land  rights,  economics, 
electrical  energy  use,  and  water  issues. 

These  individuals  are  quite  upset,  about  the  lack  of  information 
concerning  the  proposed  missile  sites  that  have  been  forth  coming 
from  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force.  We  would  like  to  know  why 
only  two  Environmental  Impact  Statements  were  sent  into  an  area 
that  is  approximately  5,000  square  miles.  Certainly  the  county  and 
city  officials  in  those  affected  areas  should  have  received  the 
statement. 


Last  Thursday,  August  24,  1978,  I attended  a public  meeting  held  in 
Benkelman,  Nebraska  concerning  the  MX  Nuclear  Missile  Program. 

Some  50-60  concerned  citizen^  from  four  or  five  counties  gathered 
together  to  ask  questions  about  the  proposed  program  and  to  express 
their  fears  about  the  development  of  the  missile. 

I most  definitely  feel  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  Air  Force  to 
extend  for  at  least  thirty  days  the  date  by  which  comments  can  be 
received  by  the  Air  Force.  I also  feel  that  the  Air  Force  should  hold 
public  hearings  in  at  least  two  or  three  communities  in  western 
Nebraska. 

Sincerely, 

Marilyn  Fowler 


P«id  for  ty  Tho  Morilyn  F««lor  For  ConflfMO  Commlttoo,  Or«t  Ftiormon,  Troituror 

A copy  of  our  ropon  li  lilod  witfi  lh«  Fo4or«l  Cloctton  CommiMloA  poO  lo  ovpKo^o  for  purehtio  frcm  th*  FoOtrol  ElKtfon  Commloolon,  Woohlngton,  DC.  204M. 

(C)  302 
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Public  Comments 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
WASHINCTON.  D.C.  ZOUO 


OMICI  Of  iHt  ASttSTANT  SlCXITAHV 


September  13,  1978 


Dear  Ms.  Powler; 

This  responds  to  your  recent  letter  to  the  Deputy  for 
Environment  and  Safety  regarding  potential  site  selection  for 
deployment  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  proposed  Missile  X 
(MX) . We  appreciate  hearing  of  your  concerns  and  will  consider 
them  as  we  continue  our  studies  and  evaluations. 

We  are  still  in  the  early  stages  of  system  development; 
there  is  no  MX  missile  yet,  nor  are  we  ready  to  select  any 
location (s)  to  site  the  proposed  system.  The  recently 
released  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) , 1-lX; 
Milestone  II,  was  prepared  to  assist  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  deciding  whether  the  program  is  ready  to  proceed 
into  Full  Scale  Engineering  Development.  A positive  decision 
could  lead  to  designing  an  MX  missile,  building  20  prototypes 
and  flight  testing  them  at  Vandenberg  AFB,  California, 
Additionally,  we  expect  to  further  define  the  progreun  by 
selecting  one  of  the  following  basing  modes  for  development; 
vertical  or  horizontal  shelter  or  buried  trench. 

The  MX  Milestone  II  Statement  also  discusses  seven  repre- 
sentative areas  in  ten  western  states  that"  are  geotechnically 
suitable  for  a project  of  this  magnitude.  This  was  done  to 
compare  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  basing  modes 
being  considered.  Additionally,  the  comparative  basing  mode 
analyses  identify,  for  future  study,  alternative  system  designs 
and  deployment  configurations  that  could  mitigate  impacts  and 
provide  the  least  disruption  of  existing  land  uses.  It  should 
be  noted  that  while  any  of  the  potential  basing  modes  may  be 
deployed  over  large  areas,  they  would  not  necessarily  require 
exclusive  use  of  an  area. 
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If  the  MX  goes  into  full-scale  development,  site  selection 
decisions  for  the  system  would  be  made  in  about  two  years  and 
only  after  many  additional  studies  including  another  separate 
EIS  have  been  prepared.  This  next  EIS  would  set  out,  in  much 
more  detail  than  the  Milestone  II  Statement,  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  each  candidate  deployment  site.  Since 
the  seven  areas  included  in  the  Milestone  II  Statement  are 
represented  as  case  studies,  not  all  of  them  will  necessarily 
appear  in  the  future  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
proposed  deployment  site  selection.  Conversely,  areas  not 
described  in  the  Milestone  II  Statement  may  be  included  at 
that  time  depending  on  discoveries  and  design  definitions 
made  in  full-scale  engineering  development. 

The  future  site  selection  EIS  will  consider  the  public 
response  received  on  the  Milestone  II  Statement.  Additionally 
the  Air  Force  will  hold  public  hearings  on  the  future  Draft 
EIS  for  deployment  site  selection.  All  these  comments  and  a 
resultant  Final  EIS  will  be  considered  in  deciding  on  any  site(s) 
for  deployment.  To  hold  a public  hearing  on  potential  siting 
at  this  time,  however,  would  be  premature. 

The  Air  Force  will  shortly  present  two  informational 
briefings  on  the  MX  progrcim  and  its  status  of  development. 

One  of  these  briefings  is  being  arranged  by  Mr.  Stewart  Johnson, 
manager  for  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Ogallala,  Nebraska  (308) 
284-4066,  to  be  held  in  Ogallala,  Nebraska.  The  other  is 
being  arranged  by  Mr.  Paul  Metcalf,  City  Manager,  Yuma,  Colorado 
(303)848-2242,  to  be  held  in  Yuma,  Colorado.  These  organizations 
will  announce  the  time  and  place  for  these  briefings. 

Approximately  60  copies  of  the  MX:  Milestone  II  Draft 
Statement  have  been  distributed  to  local  governments,  planning 
commissions,  libraries,  and  individuals  in-  Nebraska.  In 
response  to  numerous  requests,  the  comment  period  for  them 
has  been  extended  until  September  22,  1978, 

We  trust  this  satisfactorily  responds  to  the  concerns 
expressed  in  your  letter  and  advises  on  the  status  of  the 
MX  program. 


Sincerely, 

CARLOS  STERN,  Ph.D, 
Deputy  for 

Environment  & Safety 


VI  - 5-76 


Public  Comments 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  INDIVIDUALS 


RESPONSE 


The  current  and  proposed  strategic  arms  limitation  agreements 
with  the  Soviet  Union  limit  the  total  number  of  strategic 
nuclear  weapon  delivery  vehicles,  i.e.,  ICBMs,  bombers,  etc., 
which  each  country  can  have.  If  the  Air  Force  deploys  MX  and 
if  the  SALT  provisions  in  effect  then  require  it,  the  United 
States  would  decommission  older,  ICBMs  to  comply  with  SALT. 


The  MX  deployment  area  EIS  will  address  these  issues  if  the 
South  Platte  Plains  area  remains  a potential  area  for  deployment. 


Volume  IV  presents  an  option  for  using  the  existing  Minuteman  III 
missile  in  a MAP  basing  mode  in  the  northern  United  States.  The 
MAP  basing  is  required  to  maintain  acceptable  survivability  of 
our  land-based  ICBM  force.  Tlie  option  represents  a less  costly 
approach  than  that  outlined  in  this  letter,  since  it  avoids  the 
research  and  development  costs  which  would  be  associated  with 
upgrading  the  Minuteman  III.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that 
the  cost  of  the  MAP  basing  facilities  for  MM  III  would  be  larger 
than  those  for  MX  because  a higher  number  of  aimpoints  are  re- 
quired to  achieve  the  same  level  of  survivability.  Volume  IV 
also  outlines  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  MAP  basing 
of  the  Minuteman  III  in  the  northern  United  States.  The  analysis 
shows  that  the  environmental  impacts  of  this  option  are  generally 
comparable  to  those  associated  with  the  MX~MAP  system. 


Since  the  early  1960s  and  more  specifically,  in  the  initial 
conceptual  studies  of  the  MX  system,  a wide  variety  of  "water 
protected"  options  were  studied  by  the  Air  Force.  From  these 
conceptual  studies  the  slope-sided  and  vertical-walled  pools 
were  carried  forward  into  the  concept  validation  phase.  Such 
concepts  as  "remote  lake"  and  "off-shore"  basing  were  shown  to 
be  either  vulnerable  to  barrage  attacks,  technically  less  fea- 
sible, or  not  as  cost-effective  as  the  options  carried  into 
concept  validation.  The  slope-sided  pool  option  is  analyzed 
in  this  FEIS  as  one  of  the  four  candidate  basing  modes. 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  INDIVIDUALS 


COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


5-5  The  MX  missile  utilizes  solid  propellant  in  the  booster  stages 
and  a small  amount  of  liquid  type  propellant  in  the  post  boost 
vehicle.  Redundant  protective  equipment  and  procedures  are 
being  incorporated  to  prevent  danger  of  an  incident. 

5-6  The  accident  referred  to  involves  a liquid-fueled  Titan  missile 
during  a fuel  transfer.  This  accident  is  being  thoroughly  in- 
vestigated by  a board  of  experts,  whose  specific  findings  are 
not  yet  available.  Minuteman  missiles  and  the  proposed  MX  use 
solid  propellants  in  their  main  stages,  and  do  not  present  simi- 
lar hazards. 

Relatively  small  quantities  of  liquid  propellants  are  carried 
in  hermetically  sealed  containers  in  the  fourth  stages  of 
Hinuteman,  and  would  be  similarly  carried  in  MX.  However, 
liquid  fuel  transfers  do  not  occur  at  the  missile  sites,  but 
only  under  controlled  conditions  at  the  factory. 

No  similar  accidents  have  occurred  with  Minuteman,  1000  of 
which  are  currently  deployed,  nor  have  their  propellants,  solid 
or  liquid,  resulted  in  contamination  of  crops.  The  possibility 
of  crop  contamination  by  MX  propellants  is  therefore  extremely 
remote . 


5-7  The  total  cost  of  the  MX  system  is  estimated  at  20  to  30  billion 
dollars.  This  includes  development,  deployment  and  operation 
and  maintenance  for  10  years.  The  cost  to  operate  and  main- 
tain the  system  for  10  years  is  about  15  percent  of  the  total, 
or  3 to  4 billion  dollars.  Land-based  ICBMs  are  by  far  the 
least  expensive  of  this  nation’s  strategic  forces  to  operate 
and  maintain. 


5-8  The  Department  of  Defense's  mission  is  to  establish  and  main- 
tain peace.  The  U.S.  government  has  numerous  programs  which 
further  the  cause  of  world  peace.  The  Air  Force  consider  that 
its  mission  is  to  assist  in  the  national  peace  keeping  effort. 
The  exact  cost  of  all  the  governments ’ programs  to  promote 
world  peace  cannot  be  accurately  defined. 
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.1 


COMMENT 

NO. 

5-9 

5-10 

5-11 

5-12 

5-13 

5-14 

5-15 

5-16 

5-17 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  INDIVIDUALS 


RESPONSE 


The  exact  location  of  siting  areas  of  the  MX  system  is  not 
known  at  tliis  time.  Site  selection  will  occur  in  approximately 
1980  and  will  be  acconpanied  by  a separate  EIS. 


Refers  to  Common  Concerns  response  #1. 


Refers  to  Common  Concerns  response  #2. 


The  multiple  aimpoint  basing  system  is  a response  to  the  pro- 
jected Soviet  threat.  It  is  intended  to  make  it  unprofitable 
for  the  USSR  to  attack  our  ICBMs,  therefore  it  reduces,  not 
increases,  the  possibility  of  a Soviet  attack. 


MX  is  not  intended  to  be  a first  strike  weapon.  Furthermore, 
we  do  not  plan  to  deploy  MX  in  large  enough  numbers  so  that 
it  could  be  perceived  a first  strike  disarming  threat. 


During  the  history  of  development,  test  and  deployment 
of  the  ICBM  forces,  there  has  not  been  a radioactive  spill. 
The  Air  Force  has  instituted  redundant  procedures  and  pre- 
cautions to  prevent  incidents. 


The  Final  EIS  responds  to  these  comments  to  the  extent  re- 
quired for  the  purpose  of  comparing  alternate  basing  modes. 
More  definitive  impacts  on  specific  towns,  and  precise  cost 
benefit  analyses  will  be  given  in  subsequent  studies  related 
to  selecting  a site  or  sites  for  final  deployment. 


Please  refer  to  the  Final  EIS,  Volume  I. 


Public  briefings  were  conducted  in  Colorado,  Nebraska,  and 
Kansas  on  19-21  September  78  in  response  to  large-scale  public 
interest  in  those  areas.  Additional  public  briefings  are 
under  consideration. 


Public  Comments  VI  - 5-79 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  INDIVIDUALS 


COMMENT 

NO.  RESPONSE 


5-18  The  value  of  lost  agricultural  output,  including  wheat  pro- 
duction, was  one  of  the  key  variables  within  "Econondc  Issues" 
area  of  concern  in  this  EIS.  This  value  was  related  to  both 
overall  regional  output  euid  to  national  output  to  determine 
the  relative  impact  potential.  Within  the  Economic  Issues 
most  of  the  sample  site  areas  scored  large  relative  impact 
potentials . 

Studies  now  underway  will  consider  potential  agricultural 
losses  in  developing  the  information  required  for  the  deploy- 
ment area  selection  EIS,  wherein  the  siting  decision  is 
involved.  In  contrast,  the  present  study  was  aimed  at  basing 
mode  selection,  using  sample  siting  areas  to  illustrate  the 
impacts  of  alternative  modes. 


5-19  Existing  plans  call  for  a site  selection  decision  in  about 

two  years.  A final  environmental  statement  will  be  prepared, 
and  public  hearings  held,  in  areas  under  consideration  prior 
to  this  decision. 


5-20  The  U.S.  policy  of  strategic  deterrence  is  embodied  in  the 

Triad.  It  is  within  this  context  that  the  Air  Force  proposes 
to  develop  the  MX  weapon  system.  MX  will  increase  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  land  based  ICBMs  and  thereby,  strengthen 
the  U.S.  ability  to  deter  nuclear  war. 


5-21  The  map  which  you  saw  shows  one  of  many  areas  in  the  western 
United  States  where  the  MX  system  could  be  built.  The  size 
of  the  system  has  not  been  decided.  If  MX  were  built  in  your 
area,  it  could  require  more  or  less  land  than  was  shown.  A 
site  may  be  chosen  in  about  two  years,  and  the  chosen  site 
will  have  to  be  approved  by  Congress.  Before  a choice  is 
made,  another  EIS  will  be  published  and  sent  to  people  in  the 
states  still  under  consideration.  The  extent  to  which  fanners 
and  other  people  would  have  to  move  will  be  better  known  in 
the  future . 
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5-22 


5-23 


5-24 


5-25 


5-26 


RESPONSE 


Any  answer  to  this  question  would  be  purely  speculative 
because  the  United  States  has  no  real  knowledge  of  Soviet 
targeting  policy  strategy.  In  respect  to  the  possibility 
of  targeting  any  MX  deployment  area,  the  Air  Force  holds 
that  the  uncertainty  caused  by  the  multiple  aiming  point 
concept  would  make  missile  silos  an  unprofitable  target. 


The  purpose  of  MX  is  not  to  build  more  weapons;  it  is  intended 
to  insure  the  survival  of  an  adequate  retediatory  force  thus 
providing  a credible  deterrent  to  a potential  enemy  attack. 


The  South  Platte  Plains  is  only  one  of  seven  areas  chosen  to 
study  the  relative  inpacts  of  MX  basing  modes.  The  other 
six  BMCAs  involve  several  other  states.  These  BMCAs  have, 
neither  greater  or  lesser  probability  of  being  selected,  than 
any  of  the  other  ’’geotechnically  suitable"  areas  within  the 
contiguous  United  States. 

No  state  has  officially  sxpressed  interest  in  having  MX  located 
within  its  boundaries.  However,  private  citizens  have  done  so. 


The  Final  EIS  has  been  revised.  It  corrects  inaccuracies, 
provides  updated  information,  and  incorporates  public  comments. 
The  law  requires  that  the  Pinal  EIS  be  a part  of  the  decision- 
making process. 


We  are  still  in  the  early  stages  of  system  development;  there 
is  no  MX  missile  yet,  nor  are  we  ready  to  select  any  loca- 
tion (s)  to  site  the  proposed  system.  The  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS),  MX:  Milestone  II,  was  prepared  to  assist  the 
Department  of  Defense  in  deciding  whether  the  program  is  ready 
to  proceed  into  Full-Scale  Engineering  Development.  A positive 
decision  could  lead  to  designing  an  MX  missile,  building  20 
prototypes f and  flight  testing  them  at  Vandenberg  AFB,  California. 
Additionally,  we  expect  to  further  define  the  program  by  sel- 
ecting one  of  the  following  basing  modes  for  development; 
vertical  or  horizontal  shelter  or  buried  trench. 
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5-26  The  MX  Milestone  II  Statement  also  discusses  seven  repre- 
sentative areas  i‘n  ten  western  states  that  are  geoteohnically 
suitable  for  a project  of  this  magnitude.  This  was  done  to 
conpare  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  basing  inodes 
being  considered.  Additionally,  the  comparative  basing  mode 
analyses  identify,  for  future  study,  alternative  system  de- 
signs and  deployment  configurations  that  could  mitigate  im- 
pacts and  provide  the  least  disruption  of  existing  land  uses. 
It  should  be  noted  that  while  any  of  the  potential  basing 
modes  may  be  deployed  over  large  areas,  they  would  not  neces- 
sarily require  exclusive  use  of  an  area. 

If  the  MX  goes  into  full-scale  development,  site  selection  de- 
cisions for  the  system  would  be  made  in  about  two  years  and 
only  after  many  additional  studies  including  another  separate 
EIS  have  been  prepared,  ‘fliis  next  EIS  would  set  out,  in  much 
more  detail  than  the  Milestone  II  Statement,  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  each  candidate  deployment  site. 

Since  the  seven  areas  included  in  the  Milestone  II  Statement 
are  represented  as  case  studies,  not  all  of  them  will  neces- 
sarily appear  in  the  future  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment for  proposed  deployment  site  selection.  Conversely, 
areas  not  described  in  the  Milestone  II  Statement  may  be  in- 
cluded at  that  time  depending  on  discoveries  emd  design  defi- 
nitions made  in  Full-Scale  Engineering  Development. 

The  future  deployment  area  selection  EIS  will  consider  the 
public  response  received  on  the  Milestone  II  Statement.  Ad- 
ditionally the  Air  Force  will  hold  public  hearings  on  the 
future  Draft  EIS  for  deployment  site  selection. 


5-27  The  MX  system  design  will  not  increase  the  radioactivity  of 

the  deployment  sites.  Therefore,  the  deployment  area  will  be 
useable  both  during  (under  point  security  options)  and  im- 
mediately after  system  operation.  Please  see  5-57  for  ad- 
ditional information. 


5-28  Under  the  area  security  option,  the  Air  Force  would  acquire  all 
the  land  within  the  deployment  area.  This  is  estimated  to  be 
in  the  range  of  roughly  4,000  - 6,000  square  miles  (with  nominal 
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spacing) . Under  the  point  security  option,  the  Air  Force 
would  acquire  only  that  area  required  for  siting  the  actual 
aimpoints  cuid  roads.  This  is  estimated  to  be  approximately 
110  - 290  square  miles.  The  Air  Force  would  additionally, 
obtain  easements  on  certain  uses  (e.g.,  construction  of  habi- 
table structures)  on  approximately  an  additional  4,0C0  - 5,000 
square  mile  area  under  the  point  security  option.  Agriculture 
could  continue  within  the  4,000  - 5,000  square  mixs  easement 
zones  but  would  not  be  able  to  occur  in  the  lamd  occupied  by 
aimpoints  and  roads.  Ihe  next  EIS  which  will  sui)port  a de- 
cision concerning  deployment  area  will  address  the  specific 
in^acts  on  towns  in  the  chosen  deployment  area. 

The  deployment  site  selection  is  planned  to  occur  in  1980.  As 
previously  mentioned,  a separate  EIS  will  be  prepared  to  support 
this  decision.  Land  which  will  be  used  for  MX  facilities  will 
have  to  be  vacated  prior  to  the  project  deployment . 


Your  concerns  about  condemnation  of  land  and  disruption  of 
livelihoods  as  well  as  the  relocation  of  people  are  indeed 
serious  ones.  If  it  were  to  become  necessary  to  consider  re- 
location of  farmers,  those  plans,  impacts,  and  mitigations 
would  be  outlined  in  the  deployment  area  selection  euid  the 
production/deployment  Environmental  Impact  Statements  (EIS) . 
The  latter  two  documents  are  planned  to  be  filed  in  about  1980 
and  1983,  respectively.  Those  future  EISs  will  be  available 
for  public  review.  Additionally,  public  hearing  will  be  held 
to  afford  people  an^Jle  opportunities  to  participate  in  the  en- 
vironmental emalysis  process  and  to  have  their  personal  views 
brought  to  the  attention  of  decisionma)cers  before  action  is 
taken. 


The  Air  Force  does  everything  possible  to  provide  for  national 
defense  at  the  least  cost.  In  fact,  our  present  missile  force, 
which  was  first  installed  in  the  early  1960s,  has  been  under 
continuous  modification  and  upgrade  to  take  maximum  adv^mtage 
of  earlier  investments.  However,  we  have  reached  the  point 
where  additional  upgrade  to  existing  systems  is  not  economical 
2md  would  not  assure  their  continued  effectiveness  against  the 
Soviet  threat.  We  must,  therefore,  propose  new  investment  at 
this  time  to  protect  the  nation. 
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5-31  Siting  in  areas  of  low  population  density  is  being  considered 
in  order  to  minimize  safety  and  security  considerations. 


5-32  Whether  or  not  older  missiles  would  have  to  be  replaced  will 

have  to  be  evaluated  before  a decision  is  made  to  deploy  a new 
missile. 


5-33  If  it  is  decided  that  MX  is  to  proceed  into  Full-Scale  Engineer- 
ing Development,  and  the  decision  includes  a determination  re- 
garding the  vertical  shelter  basing  mode,  the  Air  Force  will 
implement  this  program. 

The  Air  Force  has  made  no  decision  favoring  a particular  basing 
mode,  but  the  vertical  shelter  with  point  security  is  a pos- 
sible choice  which  would  minimize  the  amount  of  land  required 
for  the  project.  Studies  continue  and  a decision  could  be  made 
in  late  1978  or  early  1979. 


5-34  Hie  actual  selection  of  ain5>oint  locations  will  be  the  result 
of  several  important  considerations.  One  of  these  considera- 
tions will  be  to  avoid,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  areas 
of  cultural  or  historic  value.  Therefore,  consideration  will 
be  given  to  avoiding  areas  such  as  cemeteries  in  the  siting 
of  aimpoints . 


5-35  Under  all  basing  modes  only  a small  percentage  of  the  total 
land  area  will  be  disturbed. 


5 -36  Any  answer  to  this  question  would  be  purely  speculative  because 
the  United  States  has  no  real  knowledge  of  Soviet  targeting 
policy  strategy.  In  respect  to  the  possibility  of  targeting 
any  MX  deployment  area,  the  Air  Force  holds  that  the  uncertainty 
caused  by  the  multiple  aimpoint  concept  would  make  missile  silos 
an  unprofitable  target. 


5-37  Missile  designs  will  stress  reliability  and  safety  to  preclude 
accidents. 
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The  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  government  versus  pri- 
vately owned  land  acquisition  are  being  examined. 


A final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  addresses  all  of 
your  concerns  will  be  forwarded  for  your  review. 


Please  see  response  to  5-26. 


The  concept  of  keeping  nuclear  warheads  in  constant  motion 
through  tunnels  and  over  roadways,  indefinitely,  is  not  planned 
in  any  of  the  alternative  modes  being  considered  for  MX  multi- 
ple aimpoint  basing.  Movements  that  will  be  required  for 
initial  installation  of  missiles  in  the  protective  structures, 
and  subsequent  relocations,  from  time  to  time, will  be  governed 
by  stringent  safety  procedures  developed  to  reduce  the  prob- 
ability of  any  accidents.  Facilities,  equipment,  and  missile 
components  will  incorporate  nuclear  safety  features  to  reduce 
the  danger  of  "nuclear  spill"  if  an  accident  did  occur.  Speci- 
fic safety  interlocks,  which  must  be  closed  before  a warhead 
is  armed/  would  be  employed.  No  specific  numerical  probability 
can  be  given. 


A public  hearing  on  the  MX  Milestone  II  EIS  was  held  in  Lompoc ; 
California,  on  August  30,  1978.  A copy  of  the  transcript  is 
included  in  this  volume.  Additionally,  please  refer  to  re- 
sponse 5-26. 


The  MX  multiple  aimpoint  system  does  not  require  constant  mis- 
sle  movement  as  a result  of  a concerted  effort  to  minimize 
energy  requirements.  This  will  continue  to  be  a major  con- 
sideration as  the  design  evolves. 


The  concepts  being  considered  involve  placing  a missile  in  one 
of  many  concrete  shelters  so  that  cin  enemy  would  not  know  which 
shelter  contains  a missile.  Tlie  missile  would  be  moved  to 
another  shelter  only,  as  necessary,  to  prevent  its  location  front 
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5-44  being  discovered.  The  shelters  will  be  sufficiently  hard  so 
that  they  must  be  individually  attacked  to  be  destroyed.  The 
trench  concept*,  if  the  selected  basing  mode,  will  be  designed 
so  that  the  section  containing  a missile  will  not  collapse 
unless  it  is  directly  attacked.  The  design  of  the  various 
aimpoint  structures  is  such  that  an  enemy  would  have  to  attack 
each  aimpoint  in  order  to  have  a reasonable  chance  of  destroy- 
ing the  aimpoints. 


5-45  The  exact  location  of  siting  areas  of  the  MX  system  is  not 

known  at  this  time.  Site  selection  could  occur  in  approximately 
1380,  and  will  be  preceded  by  a separate  EIS. 


5-46  The  purpose  of  MX  is  not  to  build  more  weapons,*  it  is  intended 
to  insure  the  survival  of  an  adequate  retaliatory  force  thus 
providing  a credible  deterrent  to  potential  enemy  attack. 
Manufacturing  techniques  will  insure  that  production  byproducts 
will  not  contaminate  the  environment. 


5-47  Agricultural  production  is  a key  variable  within  the  "Economic 
Issues"  area  of  concern.  The  enhanced  yields  from  irrigated 
agriculture,  the  livestock  produced,  and  other  agriculture  out- 
put were  reflected  in  the  computations.  Large  impacts  are  in- 
dicated for  Economic  Issues  in  the  South  Platte  area  if  area 
security  is  chosen.  The  study  was  done  to  assist  in  the 
selection  of  a basing  mode.  Selecting  a site  is  a later  issue 
and  siting  studies  now  underway  will  continue  to  consider  ag- 
ricultural production  impacts  as  a key  issue. 

5-48  The  importance  of  agriculture  in  the  South  Platte  enters  into 
the  assessment  under  Economic  Issues.  For  the  South  Platte 
Plains  area,  very  large  impact  potentials  were  indicated.  Ag- 
riculture is  a basic  industry,  with  its  importance  carried  for- 
ward into  virtually  all  other  sectors  of  the  economy. 

5-49  Volume  IV,  Section  1.2.3.7.11  states  that  housing  occupancy  is 

generally  lower  than  the  state  averages.  In  1970,  the  occupancy 
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5-49  rates  in  the  South  Platte  BMCA  counties  were  generally  lower 
than  those  of  the  states  of  Colorado,  Nebraska,  and  Kansas. 
Since  1970,  the  last  date  for  which  comprehensive  housing 
statistics  are  available,  occupancy  rates  have  increased. 

More  up-to-date  information  will  be  used  in  future  site  selec- 
tion studies. 


5-50  The  results  of  analyses  for  basing  mode  evaluation  are  pre- 
sented in  Volume  IV,  Section  3 of  the  PEIS.  Por  additional 
information,  refer  to  Section  3.2. 


5-51  The  South  Platte  counties  are  within  groundwater  control  dis- 
tricts of  Eastern  Colorado.  As  a result  of  pumping  regulations, 
the  water  table  has  not  dropped  rapidly  in  recent  years.  Proper 
management  includes  such  efforts  as  increasing  irrigation  ef- 
ficiency so  that  less  water  is  lost  through  evaporation.  It 
is  not  likely  that  the  existing  irrigation  wells  would  be  shut 
off.  If  the  South  Platte  area  proves  to  be  a viable  alterna- 
tive, more  detailed  studies  will  be  conducted  on  the  full  ef- 
fects of  the  project  on  existing  water  users. 


5-52  During  the  history  of  development,  test  and  deployment  of  the 
ICBM  forces,  there  has  not  been  a radioactive  spill.  The  Air 
Force  has  instituted  redundant  procedures  and  precautions  to 
prevent  incidents. 


5-53  Oil  and  gas  resource  data  are  somewhat  generalized.  The  level 
of  detail  is  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  this  EIS.  Should 
the  South  Platte  Plain  area  be  selected  for  further  study,  a 
more  detailed  examination  will  be  made  and  evaluated  in  the 
deployment  area  selection  EIS. 


5-54  The  present  criteria  calls  for  the  exclusion  of  major  rail  lines 
and  highways. 
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5-55  Climatic  conditions  have  been  and  will  continue  to  be  considered 
in  MX  planning. 

5-56  The  $15  to  $20  billion  cited  in  the  study  are  in  fiscal  year 

(FV)  1976  dollars.  The  $40  billion  cost  is  expressed  in  inflated 
dollars.  Please  refer  to  general  comment  #2  for  additional 
information . 


5-57  If  MX  were  deployed  in  the  region  of  the  South  Platte  Plains 
BMCA,  agriculture  or  farming  interests  might  or  might  not  be 
displaced,  depending  upon  whether  area  or  point  security  was 
selected.  For  the  purposes  of  your  hypothetical  question, 
however,  the  following  procedures  would  apply  if  the  Air  Force 
determined  that  the  land  was  no  longer  required.  Under  exist- 
ing law,  when  the  Air  Force  decides  that  it  does  not  need  cer- 
tain land  which  it  owns,  it  declares  the  property  "surplus". 
This  occurs,  for  example,  whenever  an  Air  Force  base  closes. 
Surplus  government  lands  are  first  made  available  to  other 
Federal  agencies,  then  to  state  and  local  governments.  If 
no  public  body  wonts  to  use  them  they  are  made  available  for 
disposal.  The  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  dis- 
poses of  surplus  government  land  by  competitive  sale.  The 
land  is  not  returned  to  prior  owners,  nor  do  they  have  any 
priority  to  purchase  it.  The  land  would  be  sold  to  the  high- 
est bidder. 


5-58  The  Air  Force  is  not  selecting  a deployment  site  for  the  pro- 
posed missile,  but  rather  is  choosing  a basing  mode  or  concept 
to  test  in  the  next  few  years.  When  the  Air  Force  does  select 
an  operational  location  for  the  missile,  it  will  again  prepare 
an  Environmental  Impact  Ftatement  to  answer  questions  like 
thosfe  you  raise  in  your  letter.  The  Smokey  Hill  Gunnery  Range, 
near  Galina,  lies  in  a geotechnically  unsuitable  region. 

The  purpose  of  a Draft  EIS  is  to  encourage  comments  from  the 
public  about  a proposed  action.  The  MX  Draft  EIS  contained 
the  Air  Forces'  evaluation  of  the  points  of  view  expected 
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from  public  and  private  groups.  As  a result  of  the  wide  cir- 
culation of  the  Draft  EIS  to  state  and  areawide  clearing- 
houses, state  governors,  members  of  the  congressional  delega- 
tions of  22  states  and  more  than  500  citizens  and  other  organi- 
zations, points  of  view  other  than  those  postulated  were  sub- 
mitted to  the  Air  Force  from  those  who  received  the  Draft  EIS. 
These  comments  have  been  incorporated  into  this  Final  EIS  and 
will,  consequently,  be  considered  by  the  decisionmakers. 


The  current  and  proposed  strategic  arms  limitation  agreements 
with  the  Soviet  Union  limit  the  total  number  of  strategic  nuclear 
weapon  delivery  vehicles,  i.e.,  ICBMs,  bombers,  etc.,  which  a 
country  can  have.  If  the  Air  Force  deploys  MX  and  if  the 
SALT  provisions  in  effect  then  require  it,  the  United  States 
would  decommission  older  ICBMS  to  comply  with  SALT. 


Future  studies  will  document  how  requirements  for  electrical 
energy  will  be  met.-  This  was  not  practical  for  this  report 
since  the  BMCAs  are  hipothetical  deployment  areas  rather 
thaa  actual  deployment  areas.  However,  our  preliminary 
analysis  indicates  that  six  of  the  seven  BMCAs  have  projected 
surpluses  in  1986.  Based  on  this  analysis  we  project  that 
ample  power  may  be  available  to  the  project  on  a regional  basis. 
(See  Volume  IV,  pages  184-185). 


The  program  to  develop  a survivable  ICBM  system  included  exami- 
nation of  a broad  range  of  options,  including  both  unprotected  and 
protected  options.  It  is,  by  no  means,  a foregone  conclusion  that 
vertical  shelters  would  necessarily  be  "more  protective  and 
less  expensive  than  other  options."  We  are  continuing  to  study 
the  candidate  basing  modes. 


The  Air  Force  is  aware  of  and  sensitive  to  these  concerns. 
They  have  been  addressed  in  the  HAVE  HOST  environmental 
assessment,  in  the  MX:  Buried  Trench  Construction  and 
Test  Project  FEIS,  and  in  this  FEIS,  and  will  be  considered 
in  all  future  MX-related  studies  that  can  potentially  impact 
desert  environments. 


Public  Comments  VI  - 5-89 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  PROM  INDIVIDUALS 


COMMENT 

NO. 


RESPONSE 


Expanding  the  number  of  Minuteman  Missiles  in  or  around  estab- 
lished bases  does  little  to  redress  expected  vulnerabilities 
as  Soviet  warhead  niunbers  and  accuracies  increase.  The  relative 
cost  effectiveness  of  several  alternatives,  including  modifying 
Minuteman  III  ICBMs  for  use  in  Multiple  Aimpoint  Basing  inodes, 
has  been  exeimined  in  detail.  Estimated  costs  for  Minuteman 
are  significantly  greater  than  those  for  MX  if  the  number  of 
surviving  warheads  is  to  be  equivalent  to  that  of  the  cuirrent 
ICBM  force.  Minuteman  only  becomes  cost  competitive  at  a 
much  lower  number  of  surviving  v/arheads. 

The  MX  system  is  designed  to  account  for  both  the  existing  and 
the  projected  Soviet  threat.  As  such,  it  will  have  a higher 
survivability  than  the  existing  Minuteman  system. 

The  Deployment  Area  Environmental  Impact  Statements  and  public 
hearings  on  site  selection  and  proposed  deployment  will  assess 
the  attitudes  of  communities  in  the  proximity  of  potential 
MX  bases. 


Regardlesfi  of  the  basing  mode  selected,  an  airborne  launch 
capability  is  envisioned  to  be  the  most  cost  effective  command 
and  control  system.  The  proposed  MX  system  will  be  designed 
to  be  compatible  with  the  Minuteman  Air  Lauch  Control  System 
(ALCS)  as  well  as  have  the  capeibility  to  be  operationally 
launched  by  its  own  dedicated  Air  Launch  Control  Centers 
(ALCC) . These  ALCCs  would  cover  whatever  area  of  deployment 
that  may  be  eventually  chosen.  This  does  not  pose  difficult 
operational  problems. 


Deployment  of  new  Soviet  missiles  is  projected  to  seriously 
threaten  Minuteman  survivability  and  retaliatory  capability. 
Therefore,  serious  consideration  is  being  given  to  the  develop- 
ment of  the  MX  missile  in  a more  survivable  MAP  basing  mode. 

MX  is  planned  to  have  significantly  more  re-entry  vehicles 
than  Minuteman.  Therefore,  fewer  MX  missiles  would  be  required 
to  provide  a given  level  of  capability. 
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RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  FROM  INDIVIDUALS 


COMMENT 

NO. 


5-66 


5-67 


RESPONSE 


Development  of  a MAP  ICBM  is  required  to  maintain  the  vieibility 
of  the  Triad  concept  with  its  balance  of  complementary  forces. 
The  suggested  approach  would  result  in  a continued  degradation 
of  the  retaliatory  capability  of  our  ICBM  force,  eventually 
negating  its  role  in  the  strategic  Triad. 


This  study  was  undertaken  to  help  decisionmakers  evaluate 
alternate  basing  modes.  Before  a site  selection  decision 
is  made,  another  Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  be 
prepared  and  circulated  for  public  comment.  Only  after  a 
general  site  selection  decision  has  been  made  will  the  Air 
Force  gather  specific  legal  descriptions  of  the  pijblic  and 
private  lands  involved. 
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COMMON  CONCERNS 


In  addition  to  the  letters  provided  herein,  the  Air  Force  received 
approximately  600  letters  which  asked  similar  questions  or  made  similar 
comments.  These  comments  are  summarized  below  followed  by  the  Air  Force 
responses.  The  names  of  the  people  who  signed  these  letters  are  then 
listed.  These  letters  are  being  retained  on  file. 

1.  Opposition  to  siting  in  South  Platte  Plains  area  expressed  as 
a general  comment  or  with  specific  reference  to  impact  on 
private  land  ownership,  impact  on  homesteads,  impact  on  the 
very  productive  agricultural  lands,  impact  on  food  production. 
Suggestion  that  areas  other  than  the  South  Platte  Plains 

be  selected  for  siting.  Specific  reference  was  commonly 
made  to  other  areas  with  lower  population  density  and  less 
agriculturally  productive  areas.  Concern  expressed  on  impact 
of  program  on  the  natural  resources  of  the  area.  Specific  re- 
sources mentioned  include  water,  oil  reserves,  air  quality,  and 
wildlife.  Questions  raised  on  where  would  relocated  people  be 
moved,  what  will  happen  to  the  farmers,  their  homes  and  personal 
investments?  What  happens  to  local  businesses  that  support 
farm  needs?  Associated  questions  raised  issue  of  reduced 
use  or  disruption  of  community  infrastructure  such  as  schools 
and  churches. 

2.  Opposition  to  the  MX  program  and  nuclear  weapons  in  general.  Cost 
of  the  program  was  frequently  mentioned  as  the  reason  for 
opposition. 

3.  Concern  expressed  on  becon.ing  a target  area  in  the  event  of  a war. 


RESPONSES  TO  COMMON  CONCERNS 


1.  Many  potential  candidate  MX  sites  have  been  identified,  but  further 
screening  must  be  done  to  reduce  those  to  "real  candidates."  The  conterminous 
United  States  has  been  screened  to  determine  those  areas  where  it  would  be 
suitable  to  deploy  MX.  These  areas  are  now  being  examined  to  assess  the 
potential  impacts  of  siting  on  people,  towns,  agriculture,  water,  wildlife, 
and  related  environmental  concerns.  A deployment  area  selection  EIS  will 
be  prepared  witliin  the  next  two  years. 

This  EIS  supports  the  Milestone  II  decision,  and  it  includes  the 
selection  of  one  or  more  basing  modes.  The  potential  environmental 
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impacts  of  the  candidate  basing  mode  were  evaluated.  Candidate  sites 
have  not  yet  been  selected.  The  Air  Force  did,  however,  define  as 
Basing  Mode  Comparison  Areas  some  sections  of  the  U.S.  which  are  geo- 
technically  suitable  for  MAP  basing.  (see  Volume  IV.) 

The  areas  identified  as  BMCAs  have  neither  greater  nor  lesser  pro- 
bability of  being  selected  than  any  of  the  other  "geotechnically  suitable" 
areas  identified  during  the  preliminary  screening.  The  BMCA  analysis  is 
designed  to  help  decisionmakers  understand  the  environmental  implications 
of  each  basing  mode.  Minimizing  environmental  impacts  is  one  of  the  goals 
of  the  decisionmakers.  Other  goals  are  to  provide  a reliable  system  and 
to  minimize  costs. 

As  part  of  the  basing  mode  comparative  analysis, mitigative  measures 
were  identified.  These  measures  will  be  studied  in  greater  depth  as  part 
of  the  siting  and  deployment  effort  and  others  will  be  developed  and 
evaluated.  If  the  MX  goes  into  full-scale  engineering  development,  site 
selection  decisions  for  the  system  could  be  made  in  about  two  years,  but 
only  after  many  additional  studies, including  another  separate  Deployment 
Area  Selection  EIS,have  been  preprared.  This  EIS  would  set  out,  in  much 
more  detail  than  does  the  Milestone  II  EIS,  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  each  candidate  site.  Since  the  seven  areas  included  in  the 
Milestone  II  EIS  are  represented  as  case  studies,  not  all  of  them  will 
necessarily  appear  in  the  future  Draft  Deployment  Area  Selection  EIS, 
nor  will  the  boundaries  of  those  that  are  considered  be  the  same  as  shown 
in  the  EIS.  Conversely,  areas  not  described  in  the  Milestone  II  EIS  nay 
be  included  depending  on  the  results  of  full-scale  engineering  development 
activities. 

The  Air  Force  has  studied  and  will  continue  to  study  agricultural  pro- 
duction and  population  density  in  the  South  Platte  plains  area.  With  respect 
to  farmlands,  the  Air  Force  adheres  to  the  following  White  House  guidance: 

"Efforts  should  be  made  to  assure  that  such  farmlands  are 
not  irreversibly  converted  to  other  uses  unless  other 
national  interests  override  the  importance  of  preserva- 
tion or  otherwise  outweigh  the  environmental  benefits 
derived  from  their  protection.  These  benefits  stem  from 
the  capacity  of  such  farmland  to  produce  relatively  more 
food  with  less  erosion  and  with  lower  demands  for  ferti- 
lizer, energy,  and  other  resources.  In  addition,  the  pre- 
servation of  farmland  in  general  provides  the  benefits  of 
open  space,  protection  of  scenery,  wildlife  habitat  and,  in 
some  cases,  recreation  opportunities  and  controls  on  urban 
sprawl . " 

Of  course,  similar  attention,  in  this  context,  will  also  be  given  to  other  areas 
of  the  United  States  if  a decision  is  made  to  deploy  the  MX  missile  system. 
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The  deployment  area  selection  EIS  will  consider  the  comments 
received  in  response  to  the  Milestone  II  Statement.  Additionally,  the 
Air  Force  will  hold  public  hearings  on  the  deployment  area  selection  EIS. 
Siting  comments  and  a resultant  Final  EIS  will  be  considered  in  deciding 
on  any  site(s)  for  deployment. 

2.  The  Air  Force  has  carefully  considered  the  projected  threat  to 
the  survivability  of  our  land  based  ICBMs  and  the  potential  impacts 
that  vulnerability  could  have  on  the  military  balance,  world  stability 
and  our  national  security.  It  has  been  concluded  there  is  a valid 
requirement  to  preserve  the  unique  and  essential  contributions  that  ICBMs 
make  to  the  Triad  concept,  preservation  of  peace  and  deterrence 
of  global  conflict.  Of  all  the  alternatives  which  have  been  examined, 
deployment  of  MX  in  a multiple  aimpoint  basing  mode  was  judged  to  be 
the  best  alternative  to  fullfill  national  policy  and  defense  objectives. 

Making  national  defense  decisions  of  the  magnitude  of  MX  is  not 
done  in  isolation  by  the  Air  Force.  It  is  a very  complex  process  involving 
many  other  participants  such  as  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Congress, 
the  President  and  the  American  people.  Many  technical,  political,  economic, 
and  environmental  factors  must  be  considered;  therefore,  it  is  quite 
natural  that  many  divergent  views  are  voiced  on  what  our  defense  needs  are 
and  the  best  way  to  satisfy  those  needs.  The  total  picture  including  the 
Air  Force  proposed  action,  alternatives  and  opposing  views,  will  be  con- 
sidered by  our  elected  representatives  and  leaders  before  a decision  is 
made  on  whether  or  not  MX  should  proceed  into  the  next  stage  of  develop- 
ment. 


Some  have  expressed  their  opposition  to  the  M.X  program  because  of 
its  high  cost.  In  absolute  terms  any  multi-billion  dollar  program  such 
as  MX  has  to  be  regarded  as  expensive.  Despite  concentrated  efforts 
over  the  past  few  years,  there  are  no  cheap  solutions  which  adequately 
satisfy  the  requirement  for  a survivable  land  based  ICBM  force.  The  current 
MM  silos  have  been  modified  to  their  practival  limit,  and  a new  system 
is  needed  to  supplement  or  replace  aging  ICBMs  originally  deployed  in  the 
1960s.  The  modernized  force  is  required  to  respond  to  the  increased  threat 
projected  for  the  near  future. 

Estimated  budgets  for  MX  are  discussed  in  Volume  I,  page  1-55,  para- 
graph 2.3.4.  These  costs  are  not  limited  to  just  one  or  two  years,  but 
occur  over  the  life  of  the  system.  The  proposed  solution  is  as  low,  or 
lower  in  cost  than  other  alternatives  considered. 

MX  is  a more  capable  system  that  is  more  survivable  than  Minuteman 
against  a given  threat  level,  yet  the  MX  life  cycle  cost  is  projected  to  be 
less  (in  terms  of  equal  buying  power)  than  that  of  Minuteman  which  has  been 
widely  acknowledged  as  being  one  of  the  most  cost-effective  weapon  systems 
ever  developed. 


VI  - 5-94  Public  Comments 


3.  U.S.  policy  is  not  to  start  wars,  but  to  prevent  them.  MX  and 
the  multiple  aimpoint  concept  makes  it  clearly  unprofitable  for  any 
potential  adversary  to  attack  the  United  States.  Prevention  of  a nuclear 
war  requires  certain  knowledge  by  a potential  enemy  that  he  will  be 
subject  to  devestating  retaliation,  even  if  he  strikes  first,  and  the  U.S. 
absorbs  his  attack.  The  ICBM  force  is  presently  a strong  deterrent  to 
nuclear  war.  However,  its  deterrent  value  is  decreasing  as  the  result 
of  Soviet  deployment  of  new  missiles  capable  of  destroying  our  ICBMs 
in  their  hardened  silos.  MX,  in  the  multiple  aimpoint  mode,  is  designed  to 
maintain  a high  level  of  deterrence,  so  that  all  potential  adversaries  will 
recognize  the  futility  of  launching  even  one  weapon  against  the  U.S. 
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NAMES  OF  INDIVIDUALS  WITH 
COMMON  CONCERNS 


Betty  L.  Aagesen 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  John  Allen 

Bluffs,  IL 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Don  Aagesen 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Thomas  Allen 

Bluffs,  IL 

Mrs.  Gertrude  Aagesen 

Yuma,  CO 

Zella  W.  Allen 

Denver,  CO 

Mr.  Roger  Abell 

Grinnell,  KS 

Mrs.  Harry  Altergott 

Yuma,  CO 

Erv  s Linda  Abold 

Dighton,  KS 

Alice  Anderson 

Greenley,  CO 

R.O.  Adams 

Jacksonville,  IL 

Nellie  V.  Anderson 

Sidney,  NE 

Mrs.  Boyd  Adkinson 

Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Archie  Andrews 
Yuma,  CO 

W.C.  Aellig 

Yuma,  CO 

Georgia  Andrews 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Harold  Ahlschwede 

Burley,  NE 

Mrs.  Marvin  Andrijeski 
McCook,  NE 

Mrs.  Harold  Ahlschwede 

Burley,  NE 

Mrs.  Barbara  A.  Antholz 
McDonald,  NE 

Mr.  Ronald  H.  Ahlschwede 
Burley,  NE 

Herman  F.  Antholz 
McDonald,  KS 

Kim  Albertson 

Burlington,  CO 

Tina  Antholz 

McDonald,  KS 

G.M.  Allen 

Bluffs,  IL 

Mr.  S Mrs.  Louis  Avgensen 
Grinnell,  KS 
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Stephanie  B 

Weskan , KS 

Bob  & Elma  Lee  Bearley 
Atwood,  KS 

Mrs.  Frances  E.  Baalman 
Grinnell,  KS 

Adeline  Bechard 

Grinnell,  KS 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Ross  Beibson 

Yuma,  CO 

Helen  Beck 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Jack  Babst 

Winona,  KS 

Mr.  Elmer  Beebe 

Portland,  OR 

Ray  s Maxine  Balderson 
Benkelman,  ME 

Lisa  Beechley 

Burlington,  CO 

Mrs.  L.I.  Baldwin 

Broomfield,  CO 

Mrs.  Margaret  Beethe 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Ray  Baldwin 

Benkelman,  NE 

J.  Behrends 

Grant,  NE 

Mrs.  Tom  Ballard 

Benkelman,  NE 

Gwyn  M.  Behrendsen 

Otis,  CO 

Mrs.  Dale  Bamesberger 
Indianola,  NE 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Glen  Benedict 
Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Mildred  P.  Baney 
Benkelman,  NE 

Ann  L.  Benge 

Benkelman,  NE 

Kerry  Barberage 

Burlington,  CO 

Boyd  T.  Benge 

Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Walt  Barenberg 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mrs.  Boyd  Benge 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  Doug  Barnhart 

Burlington,  CO 

Merlyn  Beougher 

Gove,  KS 

Jacquetta  M.  Barr 

Wray,  CO 

Mrs.  Manire  Berens 
Atwood,  KS 

L.L.  Bauer 

Lodgepole,  NE 

Mr.  Philip  R.  Berndt 
Monument,  KS 

Mr.  Walt  Baunberg 

Benkelman,  NE 

Mabel  M.  Berndt 

Monument,  KS 

Mrs.  Vicki  Beard 

Champion,  NE 

Estyl  Berry 

Dalton,  NE 
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Mr.  Victor  Berry 
Monument,  KS 

Laurie  Billington 
Burlington,  CO 

Mrs.  Mary  Bilsing 
Oilbertson,  NE 

Bonnie  E.  Blach 
Denver,  CO 

Mr.  Edwin  Boehmer 
Lodgepole,  NE 

Mr.  Lance  Bohall 
Wry,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.-  Ross  Bohm 
Yuma,  CO 

Miss  Karen  Bolt 
Goodland , KS 

Mr.  Ken  C.  Bonetti 
Ft.  Collins,  CO 

Susan  M.  Borcher 
Burley,  NE 

Lana  Bowker 
Burlington,  CO 

Glennis  Boyd 
Oakley,  KS 

Lyle  Boyd 
Oakley,  KS 

Maureen  E.  Boyd 
Louisville , KY 

Mr.  Steve  Boyd 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Jim  Boyer 
Scott  City,  KS 

Shirley  K.  Brandner 
Yuma,  CO 


Mr.  Ernest  Bressler 
Bird  City,  KS 

Malinda  Briscoe 
Yuma,  CO 

Elouise  Britton 
Winona,  KS 

Mr.  & Mrs.  .Vudrie  Brown 
Wray,  CO 

Mrs.  Gladys  L.  Brown 
Acklacknee,  GA 

Penny  Brown 
Burlington,  CO 

Micky  s Gwen  Brunkhorst 
Wauneta,  NE 

Marlene  E.  Brunner 
Yuma,  CO 

Helen  L.  Bucy 
Lafayette,  CO 

Carrie  Buethe 
Yuma,  CO 

Laura  Bundy 
Brewster , KS 

Delphia  Burr 
Flagler,  CO 

Kelly  O.  Burr 
Flagler,  CO 

Mrs.  Otis  Burris 
Grinnell,  KS 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Delbert  Bussell 
Imperial,  NE 
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Mr.  Gregory  Alan  Cahoj 

Rawlins  County,  KS 

Karen  Charles 

Weskcui , KS 

Mr.  Richard  W.  Cameron 

Stratton,  NE 

Linda  Charles 

Weskan,  KS 

Jane  Camp 

Roadhouse,  IL 

Marilyn  Charles 
Weskan,  KS 

Margaret  Camp 

Goodland,  KS 

Mrs.  Charles  Chrisme; 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Frank  Ceimpbell 
Culbertson,  NE 

Dorothy  Chrismer 
Denver,  CO 

Margurite  Campbell 

Grinnell,  KS 

Sylvia  Church 

Otis,  CO 

Mr.  Gilbert  Cardna 

Otis,  CO 

Allina  s J.  N.  Clark 
Kirk,  CO 

Pam  Carlin 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Daniel  Cl inchard 
Lincoln,  NE 

Mr.  Raymond  V.  Carlson 

McCook,  NE 

Ruena  Jo  Quinn  Close 
Temple,  TX 

Carol 

Weskan,  KS 

Tonja  Colglazier 
Burlington , CO 

Allice  Carpenter 

Yuma,  CO 

Joanie  Combs 
Marseilles,  IL 

Mr.  Rick  Carson 

Burlington,  CO 

M.  M.  Cook 

Russell  Springs,  KS 

Jannie  Cave 

Burlington,  CO 

Darin  R.  Corman 

Otis,  CO 

Kathy  Cech 

/ 

Lee  Cornelia 
Burlington,  CO 

Margie  Chance 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  James  Cox 

Hayes,  KS 

Mr.  Chip  Chandler 

Burlington,  CO 

Patsy  Cox 

Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Sherry  Chandler 

Brule,  NE 

Mr.  Brad  Cramer 
Kanorado,  KS 
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Frances  M.  Crawford 
Joes,  CO 

Doris  Cress 
Barry,  IL 

J.  D.  Cunningham 
Otis,  CO 

Nancy  Cunningham 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  G.  W.  Cushing 
Palisade,  NE 


VI  - 5-100  Public  Comments 


Mr.  Edward  Darnall 
Russell  Springs,  KS 

Janet  Davenbaugh 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Steve  Davis 
Boulder,  CO 

Mr.s.  Don  Dawes 
Goodland,  KS 

Mr.  Charles  Y.  Deknatel 
Lincoln,  NE 

Thelma  E.  Denney 
Jacksonville,  IL 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Ike  Denny 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mrs.  Wyona  DeWebster 
Benkelman,  NE 

Tina  Dhooge 
Burlington,  CO 

Merle  Dible 
Oakley,  KS 

Margarac  M.  Dickson 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Kurt  Ditus 
Burlington,  CO 

Luann  Dobler 


Mr.  & Mrs.  M.  J.  Dobrovolny 
Denver,  CO 

Mr.  Eugene  Doddridge 
Kirk,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Daryl  Dohm 
Grinnel,  KS 


J.  E.  Dornall 
Wallace,  KS 

Mrs.  Norman  Dorsch 
Bird  City,  KS 

Irene  Douglas 
Flagler,  CO 

LaPaun  Douglas 
Flagler,  CO 

Mr.  Stan  Douglas 
Flagler , CO 

Mrs.  Stanley  Douglas 
Flagler,  CO 

Carol  Dowell 
Yuma,  CO 

Kelly  Downen 
Burlington,  CO 

Mrs.  Thelma  Doyle 
Wray,  CO 

Mrs.  A.  R.  Draper 
Sonoma,  CA 

Agnes  H.  Droste 
Stratton,  CO 

Mr.  Raymond  Drury 
Yuma,  CO 

Mrs . Rose  Dutton 
Winona,  KS 

Diann  Dvorak 
Burlington,  CO 
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Grace  Eastin 
Yuma,  CO 

M.  H . Eaton 
Oakley,  KS 

Mr.  Dan  R.  Ebener 
Dubuque,  lA 

Mr.  Tom  Eberhart 
Burlington,  CO 

Elizabeth  Elsen 
Burley,  NE 

Mrs.  Boyd  Einspahr 
Thornton,  CO 

Brenda  J.  Ernest 
Dalton,  NE 

Mr.  Robert  J.  Ernest 
Dalton,  NE 

Tim  & Loretta  Ernest 
Yuma,  CO 
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Michelle  Faimon 

McDonald  KS 

Vickie  L.  Flemister 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Richard  A.  Faimon 
McDonald,  KS 

Evelyn  Flessner 
Burley,  NE 

LaVerne  Panning 

Wauneta,  NE 

Kristi  Ploerke 
Burlington,  CO 

B.A.  Fargo 

Charlesburg,  IL 

Arlene  Franz 
Burlington,  CO 

Thelma  M.  Fargo 

Chambersburg , IL 

Darla  Franz 
Burlington,  CO 

Renee  Farnsworth 

Burlington,  CO 

Gary  D.  French 
Benkelman,  NE 

Samantha  Farr 

Weskan , KS 

Leslie-Ann  French 
Benkelman,  NE 

Francine  Passe 

Burlington,  CO 

Lucille  E.  Fry 
Boulder,  CO 

Mrs.  Rex  Fearneyhough 
Jacksonville,  IL 

Mrs.  Elma  Fuehring 
Benkelmen,  NE 

Mr.  Robert  Fellhoelter 
Grinnell,  KS 

Ardeth  Fuerst 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Roger  Felt 
Imperial,  NE 

Paul  Fuerst 

Yuma,  CO 

Donna  Felzien 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Wilson  Fink 
Monument,  KS 

Betty  Fix 

Julia  Fix 

Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Agnes  L.  Flanin 

Elsie,  NE 

Jo  E.  Fleming 

Bird  City,  KS 
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C.J.  Gaddis 
Grant,  NE 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Roger  Gailus 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Lee  Gallatin 
Benkelman,  NE 

Marissa  Garcia 
Burlington,  CO 

Martha  & Charles  Garrett 
Oakley , KS 

Joan  M.  Gartin 
Otis,  CO 

Mr.  Fred  Gatlin 
Atwood,  KS 

Lynn  Gaylor 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Tom  Gellenthien 
Weskan,  Kansas 

Kelli  Gerken 
Yuma,  CO 

LuAnn  Gerken 
Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Bill  Gillespie 
Grainfield,  KS 

Mrs.  Albert  Gilliland 
Cheyenne,  CO 

Mr.  Kenneth  R.  Glenn 
Otis,  CO 

Teresa  M.  Goddard 
Ft.  Collins,  CO 

Mrs.  Edna  Geoglein 


Patricia  Gonzales 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Frank  Gorman 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Jerry  Gormley 
Ginnell,  KS 

Bonny  Gould 
Burlington,  CO 

Shannon  Graham 
Yuma , CO 

Della  Gramm 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Joseph  G.  Green 
Imperial,  NE 

Mrs.  M.E.  Green 
Ludell,  KS 

Mary  Green 
Boulder,  CO 

Mrs.  Erma  Guehring 
Behkelman,  NE 

N.D.  Gundersen 
Yuma,  CO 

Brian  Gustin 
Yuma,  CO 


Mr.  David  H.  Goeppinger 
Bonne,  lA 
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Mr.  Elton  J.  Haarberg 
Imperial,  NE 

Mrs.  Marvin  E.  Haines 
Benkelman,  NE 

Judy  Hagler 
Otis,  CO 

Mr.  Bruce  Hall 
Dillon,  CO 

Mrs.  George  W.  Hall 
Vuma,  CO 

W.  H.  Halstead 
Eckley,  CO 

Arden  E.  Ham 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mrs.  Fern  Ham 
Benkelma.n , NE 

B.  L.  Hamilton 
Otis,  CO 

Ana  Hamrick 
Yuma,  CO 

Brenda  Hamberger 
Burlington,  CO 

Lori  Hansen 
Weskan,  KS. 

Mr.  Philip  C.  Hansen 
Yuma,  CO 

Nora  Hansen 
Burlington,  CO 

Adrienne  Harberm 


Michele  Harmon 
Yuma,  CO 

Dawn  Harrell 
Burlington , CO 


Debra  Harrison 
Oakley,  KS 

Lucille  Hassman 
Yuma,  CO 

R.  L.  Hassman 
Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Louisa  Hatch 
McDonald,  KS 

Mrs.  Harry  Hatfield 
Gilbert,  CO 

Mrs.  Ellen  Hruska 
Sidney,  NE 

Brenda  Haverland 
Otis,  CO 

Tony  Hein 
Burlington,  CO 

Ms.  D.  Heier 
Monument,  KS 

Mr.  Todd  Heinz 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Ronald  L.  Hejny 
Stratton,  NE 

J.  J.  Hendricks 
Burlington,  CO 

Toby  Hendricks 
Burlington,  CO 

Hr.  Alan  Hendrix 
Otis,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Tom  Herman 
Seikack,  CO 

Mr.  George  Hertmeky 
Burlington,  CO 

Etta  K.  Hester 
Benkelman,  NE 
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h 


f- 

I 
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Jan  Hester 

Mrs.  D.  J.  Homedale 

Burlington,  CO 

Grinnell,  KS 

- 

Nancy  S.  Heyser 

Mr.  Glen  Honeyman 

Ft.  Collins,  CO 

Oakley,  KS 

Nancy  s Jim  Heyser 

Linda  Hoots 

Ft.  Collins,  CO 

Jacksonvi lie , I L 

i 

Myrtle  M.  Higgins 

A.  J.  Horinek 

1 

Sidney,  NE 

Atwood,  KS 

i 

i 

Gracie  Higgins 

Marilyn  C.  Horinek 

t 

Lester  L.  Horinek 

Atwood , KS 

: 1 

! 1 

i 

Mrs.  Raena  Higgins 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Pat  Hornung  ! 

Stratton,  CO 

i 

1 

1 

1 

W.  C.  Hilby 

Vuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Hazel  L.  Horst 

Sidney,  NE 

i 

j 

1 

; 1 

! i 

Mr.  Paul  Hildebrandt 

Boulder,  CO 

Mr.  fi  Mrs.  Alvin  Howard 

McCook,  NE 

i 

Mr,  Davey  Kilt 

Burlington,  CO 

Florence  Howard 

McCook , NE 

1 

1 

Mr.  Carl  J.  Hoch 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Frank  W.  Howard 

Oakley,  KS 

I 

i 

Robbie  Hoffmann 

Otis,  CO 

Mrs.  C.  0.  Hubbard 

Colby,  KS 

] 

1 3 

1 t 

Shiela  D.  Hoffner 

Brewster,  KS 

Barbara  Huddleston 

Burlington,  CO 

1 j 
1 \ 

Mr.  Rick  Hohnstein 

Imperial,  NE 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Frank  Huekmann 

Oakley,  KS 

Lyle  s Donice  Holaway 

Grant,  NE 

Geralynn  Huff 

Springfield,  IL 

J 

Erma  Holler 

Champion,  NE 

Mr.  Al  Hudler 

Burlington,  CO 

Julie  Hollins 

Boulder,  CO 

Mai  Hullet 

Oakley,  KS 

Cully  Holmes 

Burlington,  CO 

3 
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S.  Hurtt 
Galley,  KS 

Mary  Husband 
Weskan,  KS 

Mr.  Clyde  Hutchinson 
Yuma,  CO 


Public  Comments 


VI  - 5-107 


Glen  S Davis  Imhof 
Otis,  CO 


Mr.  Glenn  Imhof 
Otis,  CO 

Leslie  Imhof 
Yuma,  CO 
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Mr.  Leland  Jacobsen 
Burlington,  CO 

Leann  Jacobsen 
Burlington,  CO 

Shirley  Jaeger 
Yuma,  CO 

Janice  E.  James 
Kirk,  CO 

Shelly  Jarrett 
Westminster,  CO 

Mary  K.  Jensen 
Lincoln,  NE 

Virginia  Jensen 
Grinnell,  KS 

Elmer  s Ramona  Jernberg 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  William  Jirik,  Sr. 
Palisade,  NE 

Jody 

Sharon  Springs,  KS 

Mr.  s Mrs.  J.  A.  Johnson 
Yuma,  CO 

Linda  R.  Johnson 
Jacksonville,  ID 


Mrs.  Helen  M.  Jordan 
Russell  Springs,  KS 

Mr.  Stanley  Jseel 
Otis,  CO 

Mr.  Carroll  D.  Josh 
Yuma,  CO 

Les  Juenemann 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Al  Jung 
Sidney,  NE 

Violett  Jurgens 
Burley,  NE 

J.  Jurie 
Boulder,  CO 


Mr.  Mike  Johnson 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mona  Johnson 
Burlington,  CO 

Virginia  L.  Johnson 
Benkalman,  NE 

Jean  Marie  Jones 
Benkelman,  NE 
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Mr.  Mike  Kalb 

Yuma,  CO 

C.  R.  Knodel 

Kanorado,  KS 

Bernard  Kanak 

Atwood,  KS 

Cathy  Knodel 

Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Harold  Karspeck 

Goodland,  KS 

Cheryl  Knodel 

Kanorado,  KS 

Mr.  Steve  Kastens 

Ludell,  KS 

Mr.  Garven  Knodel 

Kanorado,  KS 

Mr.  a Mrs.  Ernest  Kehlbeck 
McDonald,  KS 

Hazel  M.  Knudson 

Yuma,  CO 

Tonjas  Keifer 

Yuma,  CO 

Sharon  Krohn 

Virginia,  IL 

Lisa  Keintz 

Otis,  CO 

Mr.  Roy  Kuehn 

Sidney,  NE 

Jackie  Kelly 

Boulder,  CO 

Mr.  Thomas  Kosmicki 

Grant,  NE 

Lizzie  Kerst 

Yuma,  CO 

Sonja  K.  Kough 

Pratt,  KS 

Mr.  David  C.  Ketter 

Kerndon,  KS 

Mr.  Ross  Kriasnicks 

Winona,  KS 

Tonjaer  Kiefer 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Henry  Krug 

Benkelman,  NE 

Julie  King 

Burlington,  CO 

Katyn  A.  Kruse 

Jacksonville,  IL 

Dale  Kirchenschlager 

Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Erwin  Kuhlson 

Bird  City,  KS 

Angie  Kersen 

Burlington,  CO 

Lorna  Kunnemann 

In^ierial,  NE 

Mr.  Eric  Lee  Kjeldgaard 

Otis,  CO 

Mrs.  Edward  Kuppinger 

Ft.  Collins,  CO 

Kindy  Kay  Kjeldgaard 

Otis,  CO 

Lisa  Kuntz 

Otis,  CO 

Mr.  a Mrs.  Kendall  Klein 
Atwood,  KS 

Mr.  fi  Mrs.  Richard  Kvasmicka 
Winona,  KS 
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Mr.  Brian  Lafler 

Sidney,  NE 

Cherry  L.  Laybourn 
Cope,  CO 

Mrs.  Robert  Lafler 

Sidney,  NE 

Mr.  Jim  Leach 

B’.rd  City,  KS 

Arlie  Lair 

Otis,  CO 

Dr.  William  Lee 

San  Francisco,  CA 

Mr.  Gary  Lamb 

Bird  City,  KS 

Mr.  Duane  Leibbrandt 
Culbertson,  NE 

Mr.  Guy  Lamb 

Bird  City,  KS 

Mildred  J.  Leibbrandt 
Culbertson,  NE 

Mrs.  Hallie  Lamb 

Bird  City,  KS 

Susan  Leibbrandt 
McCook,  NE 

Harvey  s Alicy  Lampe 

St.  Francis,  KS 

Mrs.  Jerome  Lenzen 
Sidney,  NE 

Shauna  Lampe 

Kanorado,  KS 

Clara  Lessig 

Gurley,  NE 

Mrs.  Bryan  Latham 

Winona,  KS 

Lynette  Lessig 

Gurley,  NE 

Mr.  B.  K.  Latham 

Winona,  KS 

Alice  Leisure 

Bird  City,  KS 

D.  K.  Lathams 

Winona,  KS 

Mr.  James  L.  Libra 
Lafayette,  CO 

Mr.  Joe  Larson 

Potter,  NE 

Mr.  Dan  Liebig 

Wauneta,  NE 

Kenneth  & Dorothy  Larson 
Gurley,  NE 

Mr.  John  A.  Lilienthal 
Culbertson,  NE 

Elfrieda  Laufer 

Ludell,  KS 

Mr.  David  L.  Lillich 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Brian  Laufler 

Ludell,  KS 

Peggy  J.  Lillich 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Darrin  Laverenz 

Burlington,  CO 

R.  C.  Lincoln 

Yuma,  CO 
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Mr.  & Mrs.  Brent  Linin 
Goodland , KS 

Mr.  William  Linin 
Goodland/  KS 

J.  W.  Lissure 
Bird  City,  KS 

Hazel  Little 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  Dwain  Lock 
Laman,  NE 

Elma  Loftan 
McCook,  NE 

Golda  Long 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Kenneth  Long 
Scott  City,  KS 

Leona  Loyd 
Bird  City,  KS 

Mr.  Ivan  Loyd 
Bird  City,  KS 

Mr.  LeFoy  W.  Luedders 
Ludell , KS 

Nell  M.  Lutz 
Yuma , CO 

Mr.  Kenneth  Lyon 
Yuma , CO 

Mr.  Jon  Lyster 
Burlington,  CO 
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Mr.  & Mrs.  Martin  Mahnken 
Grant,  NE 

Connie  McIntyre 
Weskan,  KS 

Mr.  Walter  Mahnken 

Ogallala,  NE 

Lamoine  McKillip 
Hayes  Center,  NE 

Mr.  Roland  K.  Mar 

Buena  Vi.sta,  CO 

Verna  L.  McKinley 
Yuma , CO 

Mrs.  Beryl  Maranville 
Benkelman,  NE 

Eula  McRoberts 
Burley,  NE 

Pam  Mari 

Burlington,  CO 

E.  J.  Meagher 
Gilberts,  IL 

Mary  Lou  Markey 

Cantrall,  IL 

Amy  nekeiburg 

Yuma,  CO 

Dorothy  Marshall 

Jacksonville,  IL 

Carrie  Mekelburg 
Yuma , CO 

Judy  Marshall 

Jacksonville,  IL 

Charlotte  Mekelburg 
_Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Allan  W.  Martin 

Benkelman,  NE 

Cheryl  Mekelburg 
Yuma,  CO 

Mary  P.  Martin 

Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  Ed  Mekelburg 
Yuma , CO 

Mr.  Keith  Matthews 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Greg  Mekelburg 
Yuma,  CO 

Marsha  McBride 

Burlington,  CO 

Holly  Mekelburg 
Yuma,  CO 

Marjorie  E.  McCall 

Yuma , CO 

Mr.  Je£f  Mekelburg 
Yuma,  CO 

Erma  McClatchey 

Palisade,  NE 

Mr.  Roy  Mekelburg 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Neil  McConnell 

Yuma , CO 

Connie  Meier 
Burlington,  CO 

Michelle  McCullock 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Royce  Melia 
Arriba,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  McDonald 

Benkelman,  NE 

Mary  Micek 

Atwood,  KS 
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Mr.  Brian  Miller 

Otis,  CO 

Verla  Moser 

t 

Mr.  Eric  Miller 

Otis,  CO 

M.  M.  Motes 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  H.  Alvin  Miller 

Dalton.  NE 

Jamie  Moyer 

, CO 

Kathi  yn  Miller 

Dalton,  NE 

Margie  Mueller 
Bluffs,  IL 

Mrs.  Philip  Miller 

Potter,  NE 

Mr.  Ralph  E.  Mueller 
Bluffs,  IL 

Mr.  Austin  E.  Mills 

Midwest  City,  OK 

Mr.  Warren  Musch 
Virginia,  IL 

Doris  Minney 

Atwood,  KS 

Anna  E.  Mustain 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Gordon  Mitchell 

Ashland,  IL 

Mr.  Clinton  Mustain 
Yuma,  CO 

Sarah  Mitchell 

Burlington,  CO 

Mary  E.  Mustain 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Byron  Monasmith 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Gerald  E.  Muyers 
Culbertson,  NE 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Rodney  Monk 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Bernie  Myers 
Boulder,  CO 

Mr.  Kenneth  Morgan 
Burley,  NE 

Linda  Morgan 
Dalton,  NE 

Mr.  Stuart  Morgan 
Dalton,  NE 

Mr.  Paul  E.  Morris 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Darren  Morrow 
Burlington,  CO 
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Mr.  Walter  Nau 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Royce  L.  Nelis 
Arriba,  CO 

Mr.  David  Nelsen 
Bird  City,  KS 

Deanna  Nelsen 
Bird  City,  KS 

Beverly  Nelson 
York,  NE 

I-Ir.  Virgil  A.  Nelson 
Potter,  NE 

Beverly  Newbanks 
Otis,  CO 

Louis  & Cheryl  Newbanks 
Yuma,  CO 

Patricia  Newell 
Saran  Springs,  KS 

Ruth  Nt'whaus 
Yuma,  CO 

Connie  Nider 
Yuma , CO 

Elaine  Nielsen 
Ogallala,  NE 

Mr.  Gary  L.  Nielsen 
McCook,  NE 

E.  W.  Niermeier 
McCook,  NE 

Susan  Niles 
Yuma , CO 

Iram  Nippert 
Lincoln.  NE 


Lynn  Norstadt 
Fort  Collins,  CO 

Cecelia  Nunez 
Burlington,  CO 
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Mr.  Charles  Ogsbury 
Boulder/  CO 

Mr.  Nick  Okeson 
Weskan,  KS 

Mr.  Harold  Olsen 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Howard  Olsen 
Yuma,  CO 

Colleen  Olson 
McCook,  NE 

T.ilah  & Anthony  Orr 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  Douglas  R.  Osier 
Elsie,  NE 

Mr.  John  Owens 
Benkelman,  NE 


Linda  Packer 
Vuma,  CO 


Teresa  Peurke 
Burlington,  CO 


Mr.  Joseph  Pancake 

Atwood,  KS 

Mr.  Marlin  Phifer 
Benkelman,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Robert  M.  Panter 
Overland  Park,  KS 

Mr.  Carroll  E.  Phillips 
Yuma , CO 

Mr.  Roy  Dean  Parker 

Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  David  Pickett 
Burlington,  CO 

Ethel  Parman 

Benkelman,  NE 

Debra  Pitts 

Burlington,  CO 

Kathryn  Partridge 

Boulder,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Verlin  Plummer 
Winona,  KS 

Mr.  Si  Mrs.  H.  R.  Patton 

Oakley,  KS 

Barbara  D.  Poole 

Bluffs,  IL 

Mr.  Albert  Perlenfein 

Yuma,  CO 

Pam  Potthoff 

Trenton,  NE 

Mr.  Alvin  J.  Perlenfein 

Yuma,  CO 

Rosa  & R.  G.  Powers 

Gove,  KS 

F.  E.  Perlenfein 

Yuma,  CO 

Marjorie  Prather 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Wilbert  Perlenfein 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Mike  Pratt 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  John  Peter 

Burlington,  CO 

Effie  Price 

Oakley,  KS 

Emilie  Peters 

Yuma,  CO 

Darby  Prinz 

Burlington,  CO 

Evelyn  Peters 

Yuma , CO 

Adalaida  Pursley 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  Max  Peterson 

Ogallala,  NE 

Mrs.  Jack  Pursley 
Benkelman,  NE 

W.  J.  Peterson 

Atwood,  KS 

Linda  M.  Petrotta 

Ft.  Collins,  CO 
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Mrs.  Luke  Racette 

Oakley,  KS 

Elaine  Robertson 
Yuma,  CO 

Linda  Rahle 

Winona,  KS 

Josephine  Robertson 
Yuma,  CO 

Fritz  6<  Prances  Raisch 

Colby,  KS 

Diane  Rodriguez 
Burlington , CO 

Mr.  Brad  Ramer 
, KS 

Mr.  Ed  Rodriguez 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Kevin  J.  Raney 

Weskan,  KS 

Lisa  Rodriguez 
Burlington,  CO 

Teresa  Reinke 

Burlington,  CO 

C.  P.  Roesch 

Colby,  KS 

Darin  Reiss 

Weskan,  KS 

Pir.  Chuck  Roesch 
Colby,  KP 

Mrs.  DeWane  Repchire 

Russell  Springs,  KS 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Richard  L 
Colby,  KS 

Mr.  Thomas  Rhoades 

Otis,  CO 

Erma  Roller 

Champion,  NE 

W.  c.  Richards 

Yuma,  CO 

Ronnie 

Otis,  CO 

Gwynetha  Richardson 

Yuma , CO 

Mr.  Greg  Roth 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Tim  Richardson 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Jeff  Roth 

Yuma,  CO 

Brenda  Bidder 

Burlington,  CO 

Pat  Roth 

Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  Kenny  Bidder 

Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Robert  A.  Roth 
Yuma,  CO 

Tammy  Ritter 

Burlington,  CO 

Virginia  Roth 

Yuma,  CO 

Denise  Robb 

Burlington,  CO 

Debra  J.  Roundtree 
Ecklay,  CO 

Roberta  Robb 

Burlington,  CO 

Lois  S.  Rust 
Jacksonville , I.., 
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Roesch 


I 

I 

I 


V.  L.  Sackett 
Cope,  CO 

Mrs.  Dale  Saffer 
Arriba,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Charley  Salmans 
Winona,  KS 

Eltie  Salmans 
Winona , KS 

Alice  Samson 
Atwood , KS 

Elsie  Sanchez 
Burlington , CO 

Wilma  Sanchez 
Burlington,  CO 

Yvonne  Sanchez 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Ron  Schaffer 
Culbertson,  NE 

Katrina  M.  Schaffert 
Otis,  CO 

Renea  Schahrer 
Burlington,  CO 

Mary  K.  Scharf 
McCook,  NE 

John  & Mary  Schertz 
Winona,  KS 

Albeit  & Esther  Schlichenmayer 
Wray,  CO 

Josephine  Schmaderer 
Ludell,  KS 

Ruth  Schmidt 
Kanorado,  KS 

Mr.  Ervin  Schneider 
Tribune,  KS 


Mr.  Howard  J.  Schrader 
Benkelman,  NE 

Ruth  M.  Schreiner 
Vona,  CO 

Mr.  Glenn  L.  Scott 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Kennith  Scott 
Tribune,  KS 

Alta  M.  Schrivner 
Eckley,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Forrest  J.  Scrivner 
Benkelman,  NE 

Julie  See 
Weskan,  KS 

Mr.  Stanley  Seel 
Otis,  CO 

Mary  Sell 
Boulder,  CO 

Georgia  Seward 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Clifford  E.  Sewell 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  G<2o.':ge  Sewell 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  'rodd  Sheldon 
Burlington,  CO 

Russell  J.  Shaw,  Lt/Col  USAF/Ret 
Mira  Loma,  CA 

Lola  Shepherd 
Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  Agnes  Sigmon 
Yuma,  CO 

Mrs.  C.  A.  Sinonton 
Oakley,  KS 
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Evelyn  Sipple  Mr.  Kirk  Sommerfeld 

Yuma,  CO  Otis,  CO 


Mrs.  Kim  Sis 
Stratton,  NE 


Mr.  & Mrs.  Leo  Speckelmier 
Palisade,  NE 


Mrs.  Mildred  Skelton 
Lamed,  KS 


Ralph  & Sharon  Spellman 
Yun>a,  CO 


Mr.  Kevin  Slinger 
Burlington,  CO 

Connie  Smith 
Sidney,  NE 


Mr.  David  Sprecker 
Goodland,  KS 

Mr.  Anselm  Sramek 
Atwood,  KS 


Mr.  Corey  Smith 
Weskan,  KS 

Mr.  Jim  Smith 
Otis,  CO 

Mr.  John  A.  Smith 
Russell  Springs,  KS 


Mr.  Dean  Stallings 
Yuma,  CO 

Jo  Ellen  Statler 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  Stanley  Steel 
Otis,  CO 


Mr.  John  H.  Smith 
Russell  Springs,  KS 

Kim  Smith 
Burlington,  CO 


Mr.  John  Stencel 
Denver,  CO 

Mr.  Bernard  Stephens 
Oakley,  KS 


M.  I.  Smith 
Oakley,  KS 


Mr.  Robert  J.  Stephens,  Sr. 
Oakley,  KS 


Marie  W.  Smith 
Russell  Springs,  KS 


Mr.  Derek  Stevens 
Burlington,  CO 


Rebecca  L.  Smith 
Winona,  KS 


Mrs.  Elizabeth  Stevens 
Potter,  NE 


Mr.  Ronald  L.  Smith 
Winona,  KS 

Ms.  Shirley  J.  Smith 
Russell  Springs,  KS 

Mr.  Richard  Solko 
Herndon,  KS 


Mr.  Wesley  L.  Stevens 
Potter,  NE 

Mr.  John  Stewart 
Burlington,  CO 

Mary  May  Stinnette 
Enders,  NE 
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Mr.  Thomas  S.  Stinnette 
Enders,  NE 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Fred  Stoecker 
Oakley,  KS 

Mrs.  Harry  Straub 
Cortez , CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Ralph  Strayer 
Atwood,  KS 

Mr.  Boyd  Stroup 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  Ralph  E.  Stroup 
Benkelman,  NE 

Mr.  Glenn  Sutton 
Sidney,  NE 

Jane  Svoboda 
New  York,  NY 

Teresa  Svoboda 
New  York,  NY 

Lucinda  Swartz 
Weskan,  KS 
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Charles  V.  Taveno 
Jacksonville,  IL 

Chuck  Taylor 
CO 

John  Taylor 
Burlington,  CO 

Lynn  Taylor 
Burlington,  CO 

Ralph  & Marjorie  Taylor 
Broadwater,  NE 

Neel  Tecker 
Parks , NE 

Daniel  J.  Teska 
Fort  Collins,  CO 

Charlayne  Thiede 
Burlington,  CO 

Paulette  Thiede 
Burlington,  CO 

Bessie  Thompson 
Brewster,  KS 

Mrs.  J.M.  Thompson 
Elsie,  NE 

Dale  Tonsing 
Burlington,  CO 

Kim  Tood 
Burlington,  CO 

Rebecca  Townsend 
Yuma,  CO 

Prank  Trevino 
Colorado  Springs,  CO 

Merrill  Tribbet 
Yuma,  CO 

Miss  Carol  Trowbridge 
Imperial,  NE 


C.  Pearl  Tulles 
Yuma,  CO 

Jamie  Tuoyer 
Burlington,  CO 

J.H.  Tustin 
Oakley,  KS 

Ross  Twidell 
Yuma,  CO 
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Idl.lian  Valenzuelam 
Boulder,  CO 

Eva  Valenzvcla 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Loyd  Vanderheiden 
Fort  Morgan,  CO 

Gary  R.  Vaughn 
Yuma,  CO 

Marzelle  Vaughn 
Yuma,  CO 

George  Velasquez 
Burlington,  CO 

Ruth  Velte 
Ogallala,  ME 

Matt  Vincent 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Gerald  Vollbract 
Grinnell,  KS 

Joy  Vondy 
Burlington,  CO 

Bessie  June  Vose 
Chambersbury,  IL 

James  R.  Vose 
Chambersbury,  IL 


Steve  Waldman 
Boulder,  CO 

Michael  Wall 
Burlington,  CO 

Jim  Walker 
Boulder,  CO 

William  Walker 
Burlington,  CO 

Fay  Walsh 
Sidney,  NE 

Steve  Walston 
Burlington,  CO 

Tammy  Walters 
Otis,  CO 

Mrs.  Martin  Ward 
Oakley,  KS 

Dennis  Watkins 
Venango,  NE 

Myron  Watson 
jpotter,  NE 

Roy  Wear 
Burlington,  CO 

Linda  Weatherby 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  s Mrs.  Martin  Weber 
Burlington,  CO 

Ronald  & Karen  Sue  Weber 
Burlington,  CO 

J.S.  Weeter 
Otis  CO 

Katherine  Weigel 
Oakley,  KS 

Mrs.  Pauline  Weigel 
Winona,  KS 


Tanya  Weis 
Weskan,  KS 

Flores  Weiser 
Oakley,  KS 

James  G.  Welsh 
Brule,  NE 

Kurtis  Welsh 
»?sskan,  KS 

Stacy  WendiG>- 
Burlington,  CO 

Marie  Wenger 
Yuma,  CO 

Mike  Wenger 
Yuma,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Frances  Wessel 
Oakley,  KS 

Rita  E.  Wessel 
Oakley,  KS 

Arlyn  White 
Weskan,  KS 

R.L.  White 
Ot 3 s , CO 

Troy  White 
Burlington,  CO 

A.  Whiteley 
Bankelman,  NE 

Helen  Whiteley 
Benkelman,  NE 

Todd  Whitmore 
Burlington,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Roscal  Whittenburg 
Eckley,  CO 

Clarence  Wicke 
Atwood , KS 
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V.A.  Wiedmaii 
, Co 

Bert  Wilkins 
Yuma,  CO 

C.  Wesley  Wilkinson 
Louisville  KY 

Ginger  Wilkinson 
Louisville,  KY 

Mrs.  Lorraine  Wilkinson 
McCook,  NE 

Arlene  E.  Williams 
Fairfax,  lA 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Charles  Williams 
Yuma,  CO 

Loren  & Joyce  Williamson 
Trenton,  NE 

Aletha  Willis 
Bird  City,  KS 

Darren  Winslow 
Burlington,  CO 

Verner  D.  Winslow 
Oceanside,  CA 

L.J.  Wissbaum 
McCook,  NE 

Mrs.  John  Witt 
Flagler,  CO 

Donn  Witzel 
Burlington,  CO 

Douglas  J.  Wolters 
Atwood,  KS 

Pattie  L.  Wolters 
Atwood,  KS 

Cheryl  Wooley 
Burlington,  CO 


Marvin  B.  Woolf 
Boulder,  CO 

Mr.  & Mrs.  Myron  Woten 
Potter,  NE 

Carla  Wright 
Weskan,  KS 

Debbie  Wright 
Russell  Springs,  KS 

Gerald  Wright 
Bird  City,  KS 

Kendal  Wright 
Russell  Springs,  KS 

Mrs.  Phyllis  Wright 
Bird  City,  KS 
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Mrs.  Ivy  M.  Yoos 
Atwood,  KS 

George  Yound 
Benkelman,  NE 
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Robert  Zellmer 
Wray,  CO 

Curt  Zerr 
Grinnell,  KS 

Darrell  Lee  Zerr 
Grinnell,  KS 

Donald  Ray  Zerr 
Grinnell,  KS 

Harold  Zerr 
Grinnell,  KS 

Jerald  N.  Zerr 
Russell  Springs,  KS 

Mrs.  Kathleen  A.  Zerr 
Grinnell,  KS 

Leon  Zerr 
Grinnell,  KS 

Sherri  Zerr 
Grinnel,  KS 

Tom  Zerr 
Grinnell,  KS 

Mrs.  Vincent  Zerr 
Grinnell,  KS 
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In  addition  to  letters  the  Air  Force  has  received  several  petitions. 
These  petitions  have  been  signed  by  more  than  2,400  people.  The  text  of 
each  petition  is  set  out  below,  followed  by  the  Air  Force  response. 

1.  "We,  the  undersigned,  are  opposed  to  the  proposed  MX  Nuclear 
Missile  Program  designated  for  the  South  Platte  Plains  which 
includes  Western  Nebraska  and  Kansas  and  Eastern  Colorado.  We 
feel  this  is  one  of  the  most  productive  agriculture  areas  in 
the  United  States  and  involves  established  towns  and  cities." 
(This  petition  was  signed  by  over  1,400  people.) 

2.  "We  protest  the  consideration  of  Western  Nebraska  as  the  site 
for  the  MX  Missile  Project."  (This  petition  was  signed  by 
over  870  people.) 

3.  "The  undersigned  strongly  oppose  the  selection  of  northeastern 
Colorado  as  the  site  for  the  MX  Nuclear  Missile  Program."  (This 
petition  was  signed  by  about  150  people . ) 

Air  Force  Response 

The  Air  Force  is  still  in  the  early  stages  of  system  development. 
There  is  no  MX  missile  yet,  nor  is  the  Air  Force  ready  to  select  any 
location (4)  at  which  to  build  the  proposed  system.  In  the  near  future, 
the  Department  of  Defense  will  decide  whether  or  not  to  proceed  with 
Full-Scale  Engineering  Development  which  includes  the  manufacture  of 
20  full-scale  MX  missiles,  the  selection  of  a basing  mode  so  that  the 
MX  weapon  system  can  be  characterized  in  full  and  flight  testing  at 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  California,  from  a prototype  basing  mode 
facility. 

Different  basing  modes  could  affect  the  environment  in  different 
ways.  In  addition,  construction  of  any  particular  basing  mode  could 
affect  the  environment  differently  depending  upon  where  it  might  be 
sited.  The  MX  Milestone  II  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  dis- 
cusses seven  representative  areas  in  ten  western  states.  These  areas 
are  potentially  suitable  for  a project  of  this  magnitude  and  have  not 
yet  been  rejected  by  ongoing  studies.  The  purpose  was  to  compare  po- 
tential environmental  impacts  of  the  basing  modes  being  considered. 

This  analysis  will  help  decisionmakers  understand  the  environmental  im- 
plications of  each  basing  mode. 
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If  the  Department  of  Defense  decides  to  continue  work  on  the  MX 
program  and  selects  a basing  mode  for  further  development,  decisons  re- 
garding where  the  system  would  be  located  could  be  made  in  a year  or 
two.  These  decisions  will  not  be  made  until  additional  studies  have 
been  prepared.  These  studies  will  include  a deployment  site  selection 
EIS.  This  next  EIS  will  set  out,  in  much  more  detail  than  the  Mile- 
stone II  EIS,  the  potential  environmental  impacts  at  each  candidate 
siting  area.  Since  the  seven  specific  areas  included  in  the  Milestone  II 
EIS  are  represented  only  as  examples,  not  all  of  them  will  necessarily 
appear  in  the  deployment  site  selection  EIS,  nor  will  identical  boundaries 
apply.  Also,  areas  not  described  in  the  Milestone  II  EIS  may  be  added. 

The  future  deployment  site  selection  EIS  will  consider  the  public 
responses  received  in  the  Milestone  II  EIS.  The  public  at  that  time 
will  also  be  able  to  comment  on  the  various  locations  proposed  for  de- 
ploying the  system.  In  addition,  the  Air  Force  will  hold  public  hear- 
ings. All  siting  comments  and  the  next  EIS  will  be  considered  in  the 
siting  decision. 

The  Air  Forre  has  studied  and  will  continue  to  study  agricultural 
production  and  population  density  in  the  South  Platte  Plains  area.  In 
respect  to  farmlands,  the  Air  Force  adheres  to  the  following  White  House 
guidance: 

"Efforts  should  be  made  to  assure  that  such  farmlands 
are  not  irreversibly  converted  to  other  uses  unless 
other  national  interests  override  the  importance  of 
preservation  or  otherwise  outweigh  the  environmental 
benefits  derived  from  their  protection.  These  benefits 
stem  from  the  capacity  of  such  farmland  to  produce 
relatively  more  food  with  less  erosion  and  with  lower 
demands  for  fertilizer,  energy,  and  other  resources. 

In  addition,  the  preservation  of  farmland  in  general 
provides  the  benefits  of  open  space,  protection  of 
scenery,  wildlife  habitat  and,  in  some  cases,  recrea- 
tion opportunities  and  controls  on  urban  sprawl." 

Of  course,  similar  attention  in  this  context  will  be  given  to  areas  of 
the  United  States  other  than  the  South  Platte  Plains  if  a decision  is 
made  to  deploy  the  MX  missile  system. 
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UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
ANALYSIS  PROCESS 


Public  Hearing  regarding  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  MX:  MILESTONE  II,  held  in  the  Civic  Auditorium, 
217  South  L Street,  Lompoc,  California,  on  Wednesday, 

August  30,  1978,  commencing  at  7:30  P.  M. 

APPEARAI'iCES : 

HEARING  OFFICER: 

COLONEL  ALLAN  C.  SMITH 

Chief  of  the  Trial  Judiciary  Division 

Office  of  the  Judge  Advocate  General,  Headquarters 

United  States  Air  Force 
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COLONEL  LAWRENCE  B.  MOLNAR 
Norton  Air  Force  Base 
Riverside,  California 


Public  Comments  VI  - 7-3 


NORMAN  H.  BOXLEY.  CWTIFUD  •HOMTHAND  RCPONTfR 


2 


LOMPOC,  CALIFORNIA,  WEDNESDAY,  AUGUST  30,  1978,  7:30  P.  M. 

-o- 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  if  we  could 
take  our  seats,  please,  I chink  we're  ready  to  begin. 

I note  the  time  is  1930  hours. 

Good  evening  and  welcome  to  the  public  hearing 
on  the  Draft  Environmental  Intact  Statement  on  the  Missile 
X System:  Milestone  II. 

I'm  Colonel  Allan  C.  Smith,  an  Air  Force  Judge 
Advocate  with  the  U.  S.  Trial  Judiciary,  and  I'm  stationed 
in  Washington,  D.  C.  I've  been  assigned  the  task  of 
conducting  this  hearing.  My  role,  as  Hearing  Officer,  is 
simply  to  conduct  the  hearing.  I'm  not  knowledgeable  2U>out 
the  project  that  is  involved  here,  nor  any  of  the  phases  of 
it.  I will  not  make  a finding  or  recommendation  with  respect 
to  the  project,  and  also  I have  not  participated  in  the 
project  in  any  way  up  to  this  point. 

Now,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 
the  Missile  X System  was  filed  by  the  Air  Force  with  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  in  July  of  1978.  The 
proposal  is  to  proceed  with  the  development  of  a new  advanced 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile  emd  basing  system  known 
as  MX.  The  MX  system  will  soon  require  a limited  number  of 
full-scale  prototype  missiles  and  a series  of  tests  associated 
with  those  prototypes.  The  decision  to  proceed  with  the 
further  development  and  testing  of  the  system  requires  a 
review  of  many  factors,  one  of  them  to  be  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  system.  The  Statement  represents  a full 
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exposition  of  those  impacts  associated  with  a decision  to 
proceed  with  the  further  development  and  test  program. 

In  addition,  the  document,  or  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  describes  the  MX  program  with  major 
milestones  and  the  additional  environmental  statements 
necessary  to  support  subsequent  program  decisions.  Also,  the 
document  Includes  an  environmental  analysis  of  the  ceuididate 
basing  modes  eu\d  compares  the  relative  impact  potential 
associated  with  each. 

Now,  the  purposes  of  this  hearing  are  twofold: 

First,  to  provide  you  with  an  opportunity  to  present  your 
views  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  on  the  environmental 
impact  that  would  resqlt  from  a decision  to  proceed  with  the 
project.  Such  comments  may  be  either  oral  or  in  writing. 

The  second  purpose,  it  provides  the  Air  Force  with  the 
opportunity  to  provide  information  on  the  proposed  action  and 
to  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

Now,  as  far  as  the  agenda  for  the  evening  and  the 
ground  rules,  first,  as  to  the  agenda  or  the  program,  we  will 
first  have  an  explanation  of  the  Draft  Statement  and  the 
MX  project  from  the  Project  Officer,  Colonel  Larry  Molnar. 

He  will  be  introduced  in  just  a few  moments.  His  presentation 
will  cake  approximately  one  hour.  I then  plan  on  taking 
approximately  a ten*-mlnute  break.  After  that  we  will  open 
the  session  and  receive  oral  statements  from  any  person  who 
desires  to  make  an  oral  statement.  After  that  we  will  accept 
questions  from  the  audience,  to  be  amswered  by. the  Project 
Officer  and  a group  of  experts  and  specialists  that  he  has 
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designated  to  assist  him  in  zmswering  any  questions. 

With  regard  to  oral  statements,  those  of  you  who 
desire  to  make  such  statements  should  fill  out  a three-by-five 
card  with  your  name,  address  amd  the  name  of  any  organization 
that  you  are  representing.  Cards  are  available  at  the  front 
door  of  the  auditorium  and  they  are  available  from  persons 
walking  up  and  down  the  aisles.  If  you'll  raise  your  hand, 

I think  we'll  manage  to  get  somebody  to  you  with  a card. 

1 will  call  people  in  the  order  that  the  cards 
are  presented  to  me,  and  I already  have  several  of  them  over 
here. 

Individuals  representing  and  speaking  on  behalf  of 
groups  will  be  allowed  ten  minutes.  Individuals  not 
representing  groups  but  speaking  on  behalf  of  themselves  as 
individuals  will  be  allowed  five  minutes. 

When  your  name  is  called,  if  you  could  please 
come  forward  to  one  of  the  podiums  — podia,  I should  say, 
auid  microphones  in  the  front. 

Do  we  have  a microphone  set  up? 

M/SGT.  NICHOLAS;  Just  this  side. 

THE  HEARING  OFFICER;  Just  this  side,  the  microphone 
podium  on  your  right  and  my  left,  emd  go  ahead  and  make  a 
statement. 

Please,  once  again,  state  your  neune  and  address  and 
any  group  that  you're  representing  in  connection  with  the 
statement. 

As  to  written  statements,  you  may  submit  them  to  me 
or,  once  again,  to  any  of  the  people  that  are  handling  the 
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microphones  up  and  down  the  aisle,  or  the  individual  at  the 
front  of  the  auditorial.  I will  have  them  marked  as  exhibits 
and  they  will  be  attached  to  the  record  of  the  transcript  of 
the  hearing. 

If  you  wish  to  make  a written  statement  and  do  not 
at  this  time  have  it  prepared,  you  have  five  days  to  send  it 
to  the  following  address,  and  this  address  will  be  presented 
on  slide  during  Colonel  Molnar's  presentation,  and  I will 
try  to  remember  to  bring  it  up  again  at  the  end  of  the  hearing. 
The  address  would  be  SAMSO  — that's  S-A-M-S-0  — slash 
MNNO,  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  California  92409. 

You  have  five  days  in  which  to  present  or  to  mail 
to  them  a written  statement  in  order  to  have  it  included  in 
the  hearing. 

Additionally,  you  may  submit  materials  directly 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  and  you  have  until 
5 September  1978  to  do  this.  The  address  for  such  materials 
is  as  follows:  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force/MIQ,  Washington, 

D.  C.  20330. 

Now,  the  entire  proceedings  here  today  are  being 
recorded  verbatim  by  Mr.  Norman  Boxley,  a qualified  and 
certified  court  reporter  for  the  State  of  California. 

I have  been  asked  to  remind  you  that  this  is  a 
"No  Smoking"  area  and  we  would  certainly  appreciate  your 
cooperation  in  that  regard. 

I would  like  -to  at  this  time  go  through  the  list  of 
specialists  and  experts  that  Colonel  Molnar  has  to  assist  him 
in  answering  questions  and  presenting  the  presentation  that 
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he  has  tonight. 

First,  we  have  Colonel  — if  the  individuals,  as  I 
call  their  name  and  give  their  position,  could  please  stand 
and  face  the  audience,  I think  it  would  help. 

First,  we  have  Colonel  Wilson,  who  is  Chief  of 
Staff  for  the  First  Strategic  Aerospace  Division,  the  Host 
Strategic  Air  Command  Unit  at  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base. 

We  have  Lieutenant  Colonel  Aubry  Sloan.  Colonel 
Sloeui  represents  the  Missile  Test  Wing  at  Vandenberg  and  has 
been  Involved  in  Space  Shuttle  Planning. 

We  have  Ideutonant  Colonel  "Mack"  Riddle. 

Colonel  Riddle  is  the  Civil  Engineering  Division  Chief  from 
the  ICBM  Program  Office,  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  California, 

We  have  Lieutenant  Colonel  Terrell,  Colonel  Terrell 
is  the  Deputy  Base  Commander  at  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base, 

We  have  Major  R.  C,  Wooten,  Major  Wooten  is  from 
the  Space  and  Missile  Systems  Organization,  Civil  Engineering, 
Los  Angeles  Air  Force  Station, 

We  have  Mr.  Don  Benn.  Mr.  Benn  is  from  the  Flight 
Safety  Division,  Space  and  Missile  Test  Center,  Vandenberg 
Air  Force  Base. 

Then  we  have  Mr.  Bill  Pick.  Mr.  Fick  is  the  Deputy 
Base  Civil  Engineer,  V2mdenberg  Air  Force  Base. 

Mr.  Norman  Harris.  Mr.  Harris  is  the  Vice  President 
in  charge  of  the  Ecosciences  Division  of  Henningson,  Durham 
and  Richardson,  Santa  Barbara,  California,  the  ICBM  Program 
Office  Environmental  Contractor. 

And  finally  we  have  Lieutenant  Colonel  Bud  Kensok 
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from  the  Systems  Engineering  Division  of  the  ICBM  Program 
Office. 

Those  are  the  people  that  will  assist 
Colonel  Molnar  later  on  in  the  program  in  euiswering  any 
questions  that  you  may  have. 

At  this  time  I'd  like  to  introduce  to  you  the 
Project  Officer  for  this  evening.  Colonel  Larry  Molnar, 
in  the  Space  emd  Missiles  System  Organization,  Norton  Air 
Force  Base,  California. 

Colonel  Molnar  is  an  Aspist€mt  Deputy  for  Missile  X 
System  Prograun. 

Colonel  Molnar,  I turn  it  over  to  you. 

COLONEL  LAWRENCE  B.  MOLNAR;  Thank  you.  Colonel  Smith. 

Good  evening.  I am  not  a frequent  visitor  here  to 
this  area  and  on  the  occasions  that  I have  been  here,  I really 
haven't  paid  much  attention;  and  even  though  I had  a lot  of 
things  on  my  mind  today,  I did  notice  that  this  area  has 
topography  which  I'm  not  used  to  and,  indeed,  meteorology 
which-  I'm  not  used  to.  It's  a little  bit  more  in  terms  of 
hvimidity  than  we  have  at  Norton,  where  I'm  stationed.  It's 
a pleasant  evening.  I think  you'll  be  comfortad>le.  I hope 
we  conduct  this  to  your  liking. 

As  Colonel  Smith  said,  there  is  a purpose  for  this 
hearing,  and  that  purpose  is  to  involve  you  in  a decision 
concerning  this  nation's  next  generation  land-based 
intercontinental  ballistic  missile.  Colonel  Smith  called  it 
Missile  X and,  for  short,  it's  known  as  MX,  and  for  the 
remainder  of  this  evening  that'u  what  I will  refer  to  it  as. 
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The  program  to  develop  MX  is  a major  effort  to 
combine  a missile  with  a survivable  basing  mode.  Survival 
of  the  existing  land-based  intercontin<!:ntal  ballistic  missile 
force  is  being  threatened  by  the  continued  build-up  of  Soviet 
ICBM  capabilities. 

The  MX  program  has  moved  along  so  that  now  is  the 
time  to  build  full-scale  prototype  missiles  and  launch 
equipment.  This  point  in  the  process  to  develop  a weapon 
system  is  called  Milestone  II,  or  the  go-ahead  on  a phase 
known  as  full-scale  engineering  development. 

This  phase  is  not  completely  new  to  ballistic 
missile  designers  and  developers.  The  activities  undertaken 
in  this  phase  will  be  very  similar  to  the  full-scale  prototype 
developments  which  were  accomplished  during  the  development 
of  Minuteman  missile  systems. 

Within  the  next  couple  of  months,  the  decisionmakers 
in  the  Department  cf  Defense  will  be  given  information  upon 
which  to  base  a decision  for  a go-ahead  of  full-scale 
engineering  development.  This  information  will  include 
environmental  views  provided  by  you,  the  public.  To  gather 
these  views,  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  prepared 
and  distributed  in  July  for  comments.  This  hearing  is  yet 
emother  opportunity  to  have  the  public  express  and  make  known 
its  views. 

This  is  am  opportunity,  an  Important  opportunity, 
for  you  amd  for  this  reason.  Should^  a decision  be  made 
authorizing  a full-scale  development  pirogram,  this  country's 
missile  developers  will  be  given  the  go-adiead  to  build  a 


VI  - 7-10  Public  Comments 


NORMAN  H.  BOXLEY.  ccwtified  showthand  mpowTtw 


9 


small  number  of  prototype  missiles  cmd  launch  equipment.  In 
time,  the  missile  components,  manufactured  at  various  places 
throughout  the  country,  will  be  brought  to  Vandenberg, 
assembled  and  flight  tested. 

This  evening's  presentation  includes  a discussion  of 
"Wny  tlX?"  2uid  what  it  is.  There's  a short  movie  which  will 
show  you  the  near-term  work  to  be  carried  out  in  full-scale 
engineering  development.  The  movie  also  describes  the  ICBM 
testing  and  operational  launch  activities  which  go  on  at 
Vandenberg.  Following  the  movie  I will  give  you  an  idea  of 
the  environmental  information  contained  in  the  Impact  Statement. 
This  information  is  both  of  national  and  local  interest. 

Some  of  you  will  be  more  interested  in  the  information  which 
is  national  in  nature.  Others,  I know,  will  be  more  interested 
in  project  actions  of  more  local  nature,  particularly^  a 
proposed  MX  flight  test  program  at  Vandenberg.  However,  it 
is  important  that  I talk  with  you  eibout  the  overall  Iit^)act 
Statement  so  that  everyone  understands  what  is  to  be 
accomplished  in  the  I4X  full-scale  engineering  development 
program  and  the  impacts  which  had  to  be  analyzed  and  evaluated 
for  the  decisionmakers. 

I would  now  like  to  address  the  more  basic  issues 
of  why  we  need  1<IX  program.  In  order  to  answer  the 
question  "Why  MX?"  we  must  consider  pur  nation's  approach 
to  deterrence,  the  Strategic  Forces;  namely,  the  Triad  which  i 

maintain  deterrence,  the  land-based  Intercontinental  ballistic  ' 
missiles  which  are  a most  important  element  of  the  Triad, 
and  finally,  the  projected  threat. 

First,  the  fundamental  reason  for  the  existence  of 


Public  Comments  VI  - 7-11 


NORMAN  H.  BOXLEY,  ccwTiniD  •hohthand  reporter 


10 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


Strategic  Forces  is  the  preservation  of  peace  through 
deterrent  strength.  It  is  our  national  policy  to  deter 
attacks  against  the  United  States  and  its  allies.  To  do  this, 
the  U.  S.  has  sought  to  maintain  a survival  of  high-quality 
force.  A potential  attacker  will  see  no  advemtage  in  a first 
strike  if  he  is  convinced  that  sufficient  forces  for  devasta- 
ting retaliation  will  survive  that  attack. 

This  nation's  strategy,  which  has  deterred  hostile 
action  for  over  t quarter  of  a century,  is  built  on  a triad 
of  nuclear  forces.  With  three  independent  forces  of  land- 
based  ballistic  missiles,  sea-launched  ballistic  missiles, 
emd  bombers  with  their  associated  weapons,  there  is  great 
confidence  that  our  deterrent  capability  remains  secure. 

Each  of  the  elements  of  the  Triad  has  unique 
characteristics  and  individual  strengths.  The  unique 
contributions  of  each  provide  the  overall  Triad  with  its 
deterrent  strength.  For  example,  the  bombers  are  the  most 
flexible  of  our  forces,  combining  an  ability  to  carry  various 
kinds  of  payloads  to  long  distances  while  maintaining  the 
capability  to  be  launched  on  warning  and  recalled.  Our 
Sea-launch  ballistic  missiles  are  the  most  survivable  element, 
exploiting  vast  underwater  areas  for  concealment  and  location 
uncertainty.  Note  that  this  last  quality  and  the  edjility  to 
launch  bombers  on  positive  control  are  attributes  which  make 
attacks  against  either  of  them  unprofitable. 

The  intercontinental  ballistic  missile's  unique 
characteristics  are  typified  by  the  positive  attributes  of 
our  Minuteman  and  Titan  missiles.  These  ICBMs  provide 
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inunediate/  positive  retaliatory  caped>ility  through  survivedsil- 
ity,  a communications  sytem  that  is  highly  reliable » a high 
alert  rate,  and  quick  reaction.  Their  short  flight  times, 
defense  penetration  capabilities,  yield  and  accuracy  allow 
them  to  be  effective  against  a spectrum  of  targets.  They 
have  a long  service  life.  Their  operating  and  maintenance 
costs  are  significantly  less  than  bombers  or  submarine* 
launched  ballistic  missiles.  In  sum,  existing  land-based 
ICBMs  are  ready  auid  responsive  with  built-in  flexibility. 

They  are  directly  controlledsle  by  the  National  Command 
Authority  and  can  be  launched  when  authorized  and  only  when 
authorized. 

At  present,  the  U.  S.  has  1,054  land-based  ICBMs, 
1,000  Minuteman  IIs  and  Ills  and  54  Titans.  The  Titans 
became  operational  in  1963.  Continuing  efforts  are  underway 
to  extend  its  life.  Minuteman  II  reached  deployment  of 
450  missiles  in  1967.  Changes  have  been  incorporated  since 
then  to  improve  its  flexibilty.  Minuteman  III  was  deployed 
from  1970  to  1975,  and  550  are  presently  in  service.  A 
Minuteman  upgrade  silo  program  to  increase  their  survivability 
is  currently  underway.  The  last  Minuteman  III  will  be 
produced  and  delivered  at  the  end  of  this  year.  This  nation 
will  not  have  an  ICBM  production  capability,  and  restart 
requires  several  years. 

The  ICBMs  are  deployed  throughout  the  U.  S.  in 
groupings  called  wings.  There  are  six  Minuteman  wings  and 
three  Titan  wings.  The  Titan  wings  are  shown  on  the  chart 
to  the  right  as  small  circles.  The  wings  are  disper^sed  in 
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this  numner  so  an  attack  against  a single  wing  will  not  affect 
the  operational  launch  capability  of  another  wing. 

The  missiles  themselves  are  housed  in  verticle 
launching  structures  called  silos,  which  are  buried  in  the 
ground  with  the  electronic  and  support  equipment  necessary 
for  their  launch.  The  missile  is  placed  in  the  silo  by  a 
transporter/emplacer  like  the  one  shown  on  the  slide.  At 
present,  the  position  of  our  silos,  and  therefore  our  missiles, 
is  very  precisely  known.  Even  though  these  silos  have  been 
hardened  to  withstand  nuclear  blast  and  shock  effects,  their 
survivability  is  questionedt>le  as  the  Soviets  improve  the 
accuracy  of  their  iCBMs. 

The  challenge  today  is  to  maintain  deterrence  in 
the  face  of  projected  Soviet  military  forces.  The  Soviets 
are  modernizing  their  ICBM  forces  with  many  more  warheads 
and  much  better  accuracy.  Four  new  ICBMs  are  now  entering 
the  Soviet  inventoiry,  the  fourth  generation  since  Russia  began 
building  ICBMs.  These  missiles  are  being  followed  by  yet 
zmother,  even  more  advanced  euid  threatening,  feunily  of 
intercontinental  missiles.  At  least  four  medium  and  large 
ICBM  types  are  now  in  development  and  make  up  the  USSR's  fifth 
generation  of  ICBMs. 

Today  our  ICBMs  can  survive  the  first  strike  and 
retaliate  to  cause  unaccepteU^le  deunage,  but  projections 
of  the  numbers  and  accuracy  of  Soviet  ICBM  weapons  in  the 
early  to  mid-1980s  indicate  that  a relatively  small  number 
of  their  ICBMs  could  destroy  a significant  portion  of  our 
silo-based  force  while  leaving  the  Soviets  with  a large  number 
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of  residual  or  remaining  weapons  for  other  tasks. 

This  situation  is  portrayed  on  the  left  of  the 
slide  shown  here  on  the  right. 

In  the  mind's  eye  of  Soviet  planners,  this  situation 
in  the  early  to  mid-1980s,  where  the  ICBMs  can  be  reduced  to 
ineffective  response,  is  their  opportunity  to  pursue  nuclear 
blackmail.  A restoration  of  ICBM  response  in  the  mid  — in 
the  early  to  mid-1980s  is  shown  on  the  right  of  this  slide, 
and  really  this  is  what  MX  is  all  about. 

What  is  MX?  MX  is  an  Air  Force  Program  to  develop 
a missile  along  with  a basing  mode  to  achieve  a surviveO^le 
ICBM  cap^0^ility  in  the  face  of  a growing  Soviet  threat. 

The  technology  work  on  the  new  MX  missile  has 
concentrated  on  operation  in  a mobile  environment.  This 
missile  would  weigh  approximately  190,000  pounds,  about  two 
and  one  half  times  the  weight  of  Minuteman  Ills.  It  would 
take  advantage  of  navigation  and  propulsion  improvements  to 
achieve  high  efficiency.  Its  new  Advanced  Inertial  Reference 
Sphere  guidance  system  yields  high  performance  and  is  not 
susceptible  to  shock  levels  created  during  movements.  The 
missile  structure,  including  the  motor  cases,  the  propellant 
tanks,  euid  reentry  vehicles,  are  strengthened  to  withstand 
the  stress  of  horizontal  carriage.  A distinctive  feature  of 
MX  is  the  canister  launch.  In  operation,  a fast-burning 
propellant,  separate  from  and  not  carried  by  the  missile,  is 
ignited  at  the  bottom  of  the  canister.  The  resulting  gas 
pressure  "pops”  the  missile  out  of  the  canister  in  what  we 
call  a "cold"  launch.  The  Stage  1 engine  then  ignites  and 
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propels  the  missile  once  the  missile  is  free  of  the  canister. 

For  all  intents  and  purposes,  the  canister  is  the  launcher. 

The  missile  is  not  launched  by  an  aimpoint,  missile  launch 
vehicle,  or  transporter. 

It  is  proposed  that  200  to  250  MX  missiles  will  be 
deployed  in  survivable  baaing.  The  missile  is  designed  to  be 
highly  efficient  and  give  the  required  retaliatory  effectiveness 
with  this  relatively  small  number  of  missiles. 

Shown  here  are  the  four  missiles  which  are  being 
considered  as  vi2U3le  candidates  for  deployment  in  a multiple 
aimpoint  system,  and  I will  explain  what  that  means  a little 
later. 

1 have  already  discussed  MX  and  Minuteman  III. 

The  other  candidates  are  based  on  Navy  Trident  missiles.  The 
common  missile  is  currently  being  studied  by  a joint  Navy/ 

Air  Force  teeun.  It  is  a cross  between  em  MX  and  a second 
generation  Trident  missile. 

To  give  you  an  idea  of  the  differences  between 
these  candidates , the  Trident  I missile  is  34  feet  high, 
weighs  72,000  poxmds,  consists  of  three  stages,  and  if 
deployed  on  land,  it  would  carry  five  low-yield  weapons.  MX, 
on  the  other  hand,  is  70  feet  high,  and,  as  I said,  weighs 
190,000  pounds,  has  four  stages,  and  can  carry  up  to  12  high- 
yield  weapons. 

The  First  Phase  of  the  MX  progreun,  which  has 
occurred  from  1973  to  the  present,  has  focused  on  technology 
for  survivaU>le  basing  as  well  as  missile  subsystems.  To 
respond  to  the  erosion  of  fixed  silo  survivability,  alternate 
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basing  concepts  were  developed/  which  would  reduce  any 
advantage  to  the  Russians  might  gain  through  a first  strike 
against  U.  S.  ZCBMs.  Numerous  concepts  were  — were  evaluated/ 
including  air  mobile  and  ground  mobile  modes. 

The  air  mobile  modes  — concepts  basically  consisted 
of  missiles  carried  euid  launched  from  airplanes/  blimps / or 
high-lift  helicopters.  These  concepts  were  rejected  because 
of  excessive  cost  emd/or  the  necessary  dependence  or  warning 
for  survivability/  which  would  have  subverted  the  Triad 
concept. 

The  ground  mobile  concepts  were  divided  into  unpro- 
tected and  protected  alternatives.  The  unprotected  concepts 
consist  of  a missile  on  a transporter/  moving  at  random/ 
in  the  open  without  protection. 

Two  examples  are  shown  on  the  chart  to  the  left. 

These  concepts  could  not  provide  the  needed 
survivcibility  against  the  Soviet  threat.  Thus/  only  the 
protected  ground  mobile  concepts  proved  to  offer  the  required 
survivability. 

Of  the  protected  concepts/  the  least  cost  alterna- 
tives, which  best  satisfy  the  surviveUaility  requirement, 
fall  into  a category  called  "multiple  aimpoint"  or  l-lAP  for 
short.  In  each  of  the  MAP  concepts,  a missile  carried  within 
a Ccuiister  and  on  a transporter  can  be  moved  aunong  a large 
number  of  hardened,  protective  structures.  An  observer  never 
knows  where  the  missile  is  located  because  the  movement  is 
hidden  from  view  entirely  or  the  emplacement  of  tlie  missile 
is  concealed.  Since  the  location  of  the  missile  is  unknown. 
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an  attacker  must  target  each  aimpoint  to  have  any  confidence 
of  destroying  our  ICBMs. 

Two  types  of  MAP  concepts  are  shown  in  the  slide. 

In  the  trench  concept,  the  aimpoints  are  hardened  cylindrical 
structures,  located  below  the  surface,  interconnected  by 
thinner  "soft"  concrete  cylindrical  sections.  The  missile  is 
randomly  moved  from  aimpoint  to  aimpoint.  One  missile  per 
trench.  In  the  vertical  shelter  concept,  the  missile  is  moved 
above  ground  on  a road  network  between  a large  number  of 
protective  structures.  The  canisterized  missile  and  its 
operational  support  equipment  is  housed  in  a vertical  shelter 
and  sealed  by  a blast  door.  Other  candidate  MAP  concepts 
employing  a road  network  will  be  discussed  a little  later. 

I would  like  to  depart  for  a moment  and  talk  about 
the  development  of  Air  Force  Prograuns. 

Major  defense  systems  are  required  — are  acquired 
in  a step-by-step  manner  as  illustrated  on  this  slide.  At 
the  conclusion  of  each  phase  of  the  process,  the  Department 
of  Defense  conducts  a major  review.  The  decisions  reached  at 
a review  are  collectively  called  a milestone;  and  there  are 
four  such  milestones. 

The  MX  program  is  presently  approaching  Milestone  II. 
At  this  milestone,  a Defense  System  Acquisition  Review  Council 
will  review  the  MX  program  and  ultimately  make  recommendations 
regarding  the  manufacture  of  prototype  missiles  and  vehicles, 
the  basing  mode  emd  missile  candidates  that  should  be  carried 
into  full-scale  development  and  the  flight  testing  of  the 
prototype  missiles. 
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I will  discuss  these  recommendations  again  a little 

later. 

I would  like  to  say  that  it  is  an  important  point 
to  understemd  that  MX  is  at  a departure  point,  looking  to  go 
to  a phase  where  we  build  full-scale  prototype  versions  of  the 
model  of  the  missile  and  its  support  systems  and  then  test 
them  to  see  that  they  meet  the  specifications  prior  to  the 
time  we  produce  aind  deploy  the  system. 

The  MX  program  schedule  is  not  firm.  It  will 
become  more  definite  when  the  options  are  carefully  reviewed 
as  part  of  the  Milestone  II  decision  process. 

Depicted  here  is  a representative  schedule  which  will 
give  you  an  idea  of  the  length  of  the  program. 

Shown  on  the  schedule  is  a five-year,  full-scale 
engineering  development  program.  The  Air  Force  recognizes 
that  this  phase  of  the  program  is  necessary  to  solve  problems; 
that  is,  to  put  things  together  at  an  affordable  cost  and  on 
schedule. 

Along  with  performance,  cost  and  schedule  reguirementu, 
consideration  must  also  be  given  to  avoiding  or  minimizing 
adverse  environmental  effects.  Accordingly,  in  the  full-scale 
engineering  phase,  investigations  will  be  carried  on  to  be 
"on  top"  of  environmental  matters  and  to  identify  measures 
to  mitigate  the  environmental  <3ffects. 

On  this  small  — on  this  schedule,  the  small 
triangles  represent  and  identify  the  MX  environmental 
statements  as  they  are  overlaid  on  our  schedule. 

It  is  the  Air  Force's  expressed  purpose  to  invite 
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public  involvement  at  major  program  decision  points.  As  such, 
we  have  identified  requirements  for  four  environmental  state- 
ments. The  first  statement  has  been  accomplished.  It 
pertained  to  an  MX  field  activity  which  is  now  nearing 
completion. 

This  field  activity,  known  as  the  Trench  Construction 
and  Test  Project,  was  not  started  until  a Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  was  properly  filed. 

The  schedule  now  showing  gives  you  the  steps  which 
were  taken  in  processing  the  first  statement.  It  received 
wide  distribution  and  there  was  a public  hearing.  This 
project  and  the  preparation  of  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  have  provided  invaluable  experience  in  involving 
the  public  in  the  MX  program  and  in  working  measures  to  reduce 
environmental  impacts. 

The  second  impact  statement  is  the  one  now  in 
process.  This  statement  looks  at  the  environment  to  provide 
information  for  the  full-scale  engineering  development 
decision.  This  — I will  discuss  this  statement  in  more 
detail  in  a moment. 

Two  additional  impact  statements  for  two  follow-on 
prograaa  decisions  will  be  prepared  and  will  go  through  the 
seuue  public  review  amd  approval  process.  The  two  remaining 
decisions,  ' ^ich  will  be  strongly  influenced  by  the  work 
on-going  during  full-scale  development,  are  the  decisions  on 
the  MX  deployment  area  and,  finally,  the  production  and 
deployment  of  the  MX  force. 

I emphasize  that  the  last  two  decisions  will  result 
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from  technical  and  environmental  work  performed  during  full- 
scale  engineering  development. 

The  Milestone  II  statement  deals  in  large  part  with 
the  testing  of  full-scale  prototype  missiles  at  Vandenberg 
in  am  operationally  configured  basing  mode. 

I would  now  like  to  show  you  a film  which  describes 
the  Minuteman  flight  testing  activities  that  have  been  con- 
ducted at  Vamdenberg.  MX  flight  testing  will  be  very  similar. 
The  film  will  also  show  you  work  on  the  MX  guidance  and 
propulsion  systems.  This  work  will  continue  during  full-scale 
engineering  development. 

May  I please  have  the  movie? 

(Movie  presentation.) 

COL.  MQLNAR;  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  Milestone  II 
Statement  consists  of  five  volumes.  Volume  I presents  a 
prograuti  overview.  Volume  II  discusses  the  environmental 
impact  of  manufacturing  20  prototype  full-scale  missiles  and 
their  support  equipment.  The  environmental  impacts  of  missile 
flight  testing  at  Vandenberg  are  discussed  in  Volume  III. 
Volume  IV  presents  the  environmental  impact  associated  with 
the  four  candidate  basing  modes,  and  Volume  V contains  a 
number  of  the  support  studies. 

Volumes  II  through  IV  are  structured  as  shown  in 
the  slide  to  your  left.  I will  be  discussing  the 
environmental  information  contained  in  these  three  volumes, 
but  before  doing  so,  I would  like  to  repeat  something  I 
talked  about  earlier.  Some  of  you  will  be  more  interested  in 
the  information  of  national  interest.  This  is  in  Volumes  II 
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will  be  Interested  in  project  actions  of  a local  nature ^ and 
in  particular,  the  proposed  Plight  Test  Program  at  Vandenberg. 

As  previously  mentioned,  this  information  is  contained  in 
Volume  III.  I shall  conclude  this  presentation  with  a 
discussion  of  that  volume. 

The  Milestone  II  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
looks  at  three  separate  but  very  related  objectives.  These 
are  shown  in  pictorial  manner  on  this  graph.  First,  as  shown 
on  the  lower  right,  an  environmental  analysis  was  prepared 
dealing  with  the  manufacturing  of  prototype  missiles  and  the 
support  equipment  such  as  missile  transporters.  As  I will 
describe  in  more  detail  a little  later,  the  missile  transporters 
are  characterised  by  the  basing  mode.  This  was  the  basic 
reason  for  a separate  evaluatioi>  called  the  Basing  Mode 
Evaluation,  as  shown  pictorially  on  the  lower  left. 

In  order  to  characterize  the  total  system  as  MX, 
and  what  it  takes  to  launch  it,  we  had  to  look  at  basing  modes. 

Flight  testing  is  required  to  verify  operational 
readiness,  so  an  environmental  analysis  was  prepared  to 
provide  environmental  information  for  flight  testing  decisions. 

Full-scale  engineering  development  of  the  MX 
missile  is  basically  a refinement  of  existing  intercontinental 
ballistic  missile  technology.  The  refinement  is  not  expected 
to  cause  new  or  otherwise  significant  environmental  effects, 
other  than  the  expectad  effects  on  capital  and  labor 
resulting  from  any  multi-million-dollar  project. 

Full-scale  engineering  development  includes  the 
manufacturing  of  prototype  missiles  and  ground  support 
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equipment.  The  movie  showed  the  work  that  has  taken  place 
and  will  continue  on  the  missile  guidance  and  propulsion 
systems.  Complete  prototype  missiles  will  be  required  for 
both  ground  test  and  a planned  series  of  20  flight  tests. 

Ground  vehicles  will  also  be  developed.  The  general 
types  of  vehicles  vary  subotamtially , as  I said  or  as  I 
indicated,  witli  basing  mode.  Thus,  a basing  mode  decision  is 
required  before  the  ground  vehicles  can  be  developed. 

Here  you  see  an  illustration  of  one  of  the  MX  stage 
motors.  Stage  motors  like  these  will  be  manufactured  during 
the  full-scale  engineering  development  program  to  make  up  the 
small  nuiaber  of  prototype  missiles  which  will  be  flight 
tested. 

Ground  vehicles  appropriate  for  the  selected  basing 
mode  will  also  be  developed  during  full-scale  engineering 
development.  Vehicle  characteristics  vary  substantially  with 
basing  mode,  from  the  single  transporter/emplacer  used  with 
the  vertical  shelter  concept  to  multi-vehicles  for  use  in 
the  trench  basing  mode. 

Three  key  issues  have  been  raised  at  the  National 
level.  They  are  the  allocation  of  money,  competition  for 
labor  resources,  and  competition  for  natural  resources. 

This  statement  analyzed  the  environmental  impacts  on 
full-scale  engineering  development  based  on  expenditures 
ramging  from  five  to  seven  billion  dollars.  The  actual  cost 
may  vary  from  this  estimate.  It  could  be  lower.  In  any 
event,  this  level  of  funding  will  stimulate  economic  growth. 

Development  of  MX  will  create  a demauid  for  some 
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unamployed  or  alternatively  employed  aerospace  workers  to 
reenter  the  industry,  as  well  as  an  additional  competition 
among  aerospace  companies  for  currently  employed  workers. 

Electrical  energy  and  water  will  be  used  directly  in 
the  industries  which  participate  in  the  manufacture  of  missiles 
and  vehicles  and  indirectly  by  supporting  industries.  The 
acceptedjility  of  these  impacts  will  depend  upon  location. 

In  general,  however,  full-scale  engineering  development  will 
take  place  in  established  industries  that  have  conducted 
similar  activities  in  the  past. 

Let  us  now  consider  mitigations.  But  first,  in  our 
tex.us,  a mitigation  is  a measure  taken  to  reduce  an  identified 
impact  to  some  acceptable  level. 

Impacts  on  manufacturing  areas  are  primarily  a 
function  of  induced  population  growth.  This  statement  is 
being  distributed  to  local  governments,  governmental  agencies, 
as  a mitigation  to  help  them  in  their  planning  process  for 
new  growth.  In  all  areas  this  growth  is  not  expected  to  be 
significant. 

Impacts  on  testing  areas  represent  an  extension 
of  ongoing  testing  programs  related  to  MX.  The  incremental 
impacts  of  MX  are  sufficiently  small  so  that  no  independent 
mitigations  are  proposed  beyond  those  now  incorporated  in  the 
operation  of  the  test  facilities. 

Now,  let's  turn  to  Volume  IV,  and  as  I had  indicated 
previously.  Volumes  II  and  IV  are  closely  linked. 

A basing  mode  evaluation  is  closely  tied  to 
full-scale  engineering  development,  which  I have  just  covered. 
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SO  I would  like  to  now  discuss  the  environmental  impacts 
related  to  alternate  basing  modes,  and  again,  these  are 
contained  in  Volume  IV. 

The  early  selection  of  a basing  mode  will  give  the 
MX  designers  euid  developers  the  opportunity  to  scope  their 
work  toward  specific  designs  for  missile  transporters  and 
associated  ground  support  equipment.  And  as  I showed  you, 
those  equipments  vary  depending  upon  the  basing  mode. 

To  aid  in  the  selection  of  a basing  mode,  the 
candidate  basing  modes  were  evaluated  to  obtain  a comparison 
of  their  potential  environmental  impacts.  This  comparison, 
together  with  performance,  schedule  amd  cost  considerations, 
will  provide  decisionmakers  with  the  necessary  information  to 
make  a balanced  decision. 

Four  modes  were  considered  in  the  evaluation.  They 
are  the  vertical  shelter,  horizontal  shelter,  pool  and  hybrid 


trench . 


The  two  shelter  concepts  euid  the  pool  are  based  on 


moving  a missile  among  a large  number  of  protective  shelters, 
approximately  20  to  30  shelters  per  missile.  All  shelters  must 
be  attacked  to  assure  destruction  of  the  missile  force. 

The  missile  and  its  associated  equipment  are  moved  above  ground 
on  a road  network,  so  it  must  be  shielded  from  observation 
during  a move. 

The  launch  sequence  in  each  of  these  concepts  is 
different.  In  the  vertical  shelter,  the  cemister  is  raised, 
the  blast  door  and  sUijort  equipment  jettisoned,  and  the 
missile  is  ejected.  In  the  horizontal  shelter,  the 
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transporter  drives  out  of  the  shelter  before  tlie  Cohistejf 
Is  raised  and  missile  ejected.  The  Canister  in  the  pool 
concept  is  elevated  in  place. 

The  trench  concept,  on  the  other  h2uid,  involves  a 
number  of  hardened  cylindrical  structures  interconnected  by 
thinner  concrete  cylindrical  sections.  Outwardly,  a trench 
would  look  like  a continuous  concrete  pipe  anywhere  from 
10  to  20  miles  long.  Each  trench  would  consist  of  numerous 
aimpoints,  amd  a missile  on  a transporter  would  travel 
remdomly  inside  the  tube  from  aimpoint  to  aimpoint,  providing 
for  location  uncertainty.  Each  trench  is  buried  .';everal  feet 
below  the  surface,  and  in  order  to  launch,  the  canister  is 
pushed  through  the  concrete  and  the  missile  is  ejected. 

In  order  for  an  aggressor  lo  get  a missila,  he  must  strike  the 
entire  trench  line. 

Two  classes  of  security  concepts  have  been 
identified.  These  are  area  security  and  point  secu.  ^ . 

With  area  security,  the  entire  regions  in  which  missiles  are 
deployed  are  controlled  and  access  by  unauthorized  personnel 
is  denied.  The  concept  would  involve  the  use  of  approximately 
four  million  acres.  In  point  security,  only  the  area 
immediately  surrounding  the  aimpoint  is  controlled,  or 
approximately  three  acres  per  aim.  And  if  you  have  on  the 
order  of  five  thousand  aimpointL,  we're  talking  about 
15,000,  20,000  acres.  Access  in  the  point  security  approach 
is  not  controlled  outside  the  immediate  area,  but  some 
structures  in  close  proximity  may  be  prohibited  — in  close 
proximity  are  prohibited,  if  they're  not  already  there, 
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because  of  safety  precautions  with  the  missile  propellants. 

Minutemeui  missiles  are  presently  deployed  using  the 
point  security  concept. 

Shown  on  your  right  is  a Minuteman  missile  in  its 
silo.  The  area  that  is  closed  off  is  shown  in  white.  The 
remaining  area  is  accessible  to  everybody. 

In  order  to  evaluate  the  environmental  impacts  of 
the  basing  modes  under  consideration,  potential  locations  for 
the  MX  missile  had  to  be  identified.  Most  of  the  geotech- 
nically  suitable  areas  for  MX  deployment  fall  into  seven 
physical-biological  regions  shown  in  this  slide.  Each  of 
these  regions  had  a distinct  physical/biological  character  | 
in  terms  of  topography,  soils,  weather  and  the  assemblage  of 
plants  and  amimals.  For  this  analysis,  seven  sample  deployment 
sites,  called  basing  mode  comparisons  areas,  or  BMCAs,  were 
identified  within  these  regions,  within  the  physical/biological 
regions.  Each  BMCA,  consisting  of  approximately  8,000  square 
miles,  is  suitable  for  MX  deployment. 

Before  I continue  with  the  discuss’.'-'  of  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  candidate  basing  modes,  let  me 
stress  the  fact  that  these  basing  mode  comparison  areas 
are  only  examples.  The  actual  candidate  deployment  areas 
will  be  identified  in  the  next  environmental  impact  statement. 

It  is  entirely  possible  that  more  them  one  of  the 
identified  candidate  areas  will  be  chosen,  and  the  MX  system 
will  be  deployed  in  a dispersed  or  a "split"  basing  approach. 
This  approach  may  prove  to  be  a mitigative  measure  for 
environmental  conceras  regarding  large  land  use. 
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A comparison  of  the  basing  inodes  in  termj  of  their 
potential  impact  on  the  environment  is  summarized  in  this 
slide.  The  environmental  concerns  are  shown  on  the  left  and 
the  modes  are  compared  on  the  right. 

For  example,  consider  water  quality  and  supply. 

The  pool  mode  requires  mere  water  than  the  horizontal  or 
vertical  shelters  and  more  them  the  trench,  combining  both 
construction  and  a 10 -year  operation.  The  tranch  mode  has 
high  water  requirements  during  construction  for  concrete  and 
dust  suppression.  It  also  has  more  disturbed  area,  which 
could  cause  erosion  and  degrade  water  quality.  The  pool  mode 
has  reasonably  high  concentration  water  requirements  and 
potentially  high  operational  water  requirements  due  to 
evaporation.  Local  variations  in  supply  and  distribution  of 
water  may  affect  the  significance  of  this  impact. 

Indeed,  the  pool  concept  is  not  highly  regarded  as 
a viable  contender  at  this  stage  of  the  game,  primarily 
because  of  the  concerns  for  water. 

The  environmental  impacts  common  to  all  basing 
modes  are  as  listed  on  the  left-hand  slide.  They  include: 
Exclusion  of  the  public  from  portions  of  land;  suspension  of 
current  or  planned  land  uses;  disruption  of  surface  area  by 
construction  of  roads,  shelters,  trenches  and  support  equipment] 
disruption  of  archaeological  sites;  degradation  of  natural 
views;  consumption  of  large  quantities  of  natural  resources 
such  as  water  and  cement;  generation  of  dust  because  of 
construction  activities;  increased  traffic;  generation  of 
air  pollution  from  fossil-fuel-buming  equipment;  and  the 
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disruption  of  habitats  and  creation  of  stress  on  animals. 

Mitigative  measures  are  currently  being  considered 
and  will  be  developed  during  full-scale  engineering 
development.  Candidate  measures  will  be  evaluated  and  screened 
for  their  effectiveness  in  reducing  impacts.  The  selected 
ones  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Air  Force's  Environmental 
Protection  Plaui.  The  mitigation  program  is  a dynamic  one  in 
which  new  measures  will  be  considered  as  appropriate. 
Consideration  is  currently  being  given  to  a number  of  potential 
mitigation  measures. 

Let  us  take,  for  example,  pre-construction  site 
surveys  will  be  conducted  to  determine  the  location  of 
archaeological  sites  such  that  they  may  be  avoided,  where 
possible,  by  altering  the  basing  layout.  However,  if 
necessary,  artifacts  and  archaeological  remains,  which  may 
be  disturbed  during  construction,  will  be  examined, 
catalogued  emd,  where  appropriate,  reinterred  or  collected 
and  deposited  in  museums. 

As  another  example,  consider  the  minimizing  of 
habitat  disruption  and  stress  on  animals.  Critical  habitats 
will  be  avoided  and,  where  possible,  construction  schedules 
modified  so  that  noise  and  other  disruptive  activities  will 
not  severely  impact  breeding,  nesting  and  feeding  patterns. 
Local,  state  and  federal  wildlife  experts  will  be  consulted. 

Volume  III  of  the  Impact  Statement  contains  the 
environmental  analysis  for  missile  flight  testing  at  Vandenberg. 
The  flight  tests  include  placing  a prototype  missile  in  a 
full-scale  portion  of  a prototype  Multiple  Aimpoint  Facility 
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and  performing  launch  activities.  These  missile  tests  are 
needed  to  validate  the  performance  of  the  missile  system  and 
to  define  any  additional  development  to  meet  the  performance 
and  cost  objectives  of  the  program.  Since  this  program  is  a 
continuation  of  existing  flight  test  activities  common  to 
Veindenberg  Air  Force  Base,  the  Air  Force  has  detemined  that 
they  should  continue  at  this  location. 

Vandenberg  is  the  busiest  launch  complex  in  the  free 
world.  Since  the  first  launch,  in  December  1958,  it  has 
averaged  over  70  launches  a year  for  a total  of  approximately 
1,400.  Over  500  of  these  launches  have  been  Minuteman  ICBM 
launches.  Minuteman  launches  comprised  over  60  percent  of 
all  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base  launches  during  1977. 

MX  test  launches  will  be  similar  to  the  Minuteman 
I,  II  and  III  tests  and  operational  exercises  currently 
performed  on  the  base.  As  you  recall,  the  movie  presentation 
showed  some  of  the  activities  for  launch  of  Minuteman  missiles 
at  Vandenberg. 

Vandenberg  is  the  only  site  in  the  United  States 
from  which  operational  Air  Force  ICBMs  and  polar-orbiting 
space  satellites  are  launched.  It  is  the  pioneer  missile 
base  of  the  Strategic  Air  Command  and  the  Headquarters  of 
sac's  Ist  Strategic  Aerospace  Division.  The  Space  and  Missile 
Test  Center,  located  at  Vandenberg,  operates  the  Western  Test 
Remge  for  the  Air  Force  Systems  Command. 

The  missile  and  basing  mode  development  test  programs 
comprise  the  developmental  testing  of  MX  components  and  systems. 
This  testing  phase  includes  approximately  20  flight  tests  of 
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the  missile. 

The  primary  objective  of  the  Missile  Flight  Test 
Program  is  the  developmental  and  interim  operational  test  and 
evaluation  of  the  missile  auid  canister  systems.  This  process 
includes  tests  and  analyses  necessary  to  support  subsystem 
development  and  initial  flight  testing. 

The  Missile  Flight  Test  Program  to  be  conducted  at 
Vamdenberg  includes  facilities  construction,  equipment 
installation  and  checkout,  system  integration  testing, 
missile  ejection  tests  and  missile  flight  tests. 

Land  use  will  depend  upon  the  selected  basing  mode. 
For  three  or  four  shelters,  be  they  vertical,  horizontal  or 
pool  in  type,  the  test  site  will  require  approximately  55  acres 
For  the  trench,  two  two-mile-long  trenches  would  be  constructed 
requiring  approximately  a hundred  acres  — hundred  eight  acres. 
Existing  Icuid  area  at  Vandenberg  will  be  used.  No  new  land  is 
required. 

MX  test  and  support  facility  needs  at  Vandenberg 
have  been  identified,  have  been  determined  from  a 
functional  analysis  of  development  test  requirements.  The 
final  definition  of  construction  requirements  will  be 
accomplished  during  the  early  phases  of  full-scale  development 
to  support  tlae  Military  Construction  Program  and  its  funding 
cycle.  For  planning  purposes,  support  facilities  have  been 
identified  to  support  MX  weapon  system  tost  program  at 
Vandenberg,  and  these  facilities  are  shown  on  the  chart  to 
the  right. 


Detailed  cost  estimates  for  each  facility  ci.re  not 


yet  available/  but  dollar  estimates  of  fifty  million  dollars 
in  1977  dollars  have  been  proposed  for  the  construction  of  the 
required  facilities.  Every  effort  is  being  made  to  use 
existing  facilities  to  reduce  overall  costs. 

It  is  estimated  that  our  construction  will  span 
about  two  years. 

Four  candidate  siting  areas  are  currently  under 
consideration  as  potential  locations  for  the  MX  test  facili~ 
ties  at  VAndenberg.  These  are  the  facilities  that  actually 
launch  the  missile.  These  four  areas  are  identified  as 
Shuman  Canyon,  San  Antonio  Terrace,  Burton  Mesa  and  Lompoc 


Terrace. 


To  assess  potential  site-specific  impacts  of  the. 


project,  prototype  conceptual  layouts  have  been  produced 
for  each  candidate  siting  area  for  both  trench  emd  discrete 
basing  mode  options.  A conscious  effort  has  been  made  to 
select  siting  arrangements  that  minimize  adverse  ecological 
and  archaeological  impacts  while  meeting  the  euiticipated 
requirements  of  the  project. 

I will  now  show  you  several  photographs  of  each 
site  euT,d  discuss  the  physical/biological  impacts  of  missile 
flight  testing  at  that  site. 

This  site  — this  slide,  looking  north,  shows  the 
Casmalia  Hills  in  the  background.  The  ccxnmunity  of  Casmalia 
is  located  approximately  three  miles  to  the  east,  that  is, 
to  the  right  of  the  photograph.  The  ocean  is  to  the  left. 

This  area  has  the  highest  density  of  multiple  use 
archaeological  sites,  and  thus  could  require  extensive 
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Further  south  lies  the  Burton  Mesa  candidate  siting 
area.  The  original  Atlas  launch  facilities  are  located  here 
and  some  of  the  buildings  could  be  used  to  support  the  MX 
flight  testing  activities. 

The  predominantly  inland  wind  direction  and  the 
nearness  of  onbase  and  offbase  housing  make  potential  air 
quality  impacts  high  in  this  area. 

Burton  Mesa  has  large  areas  of  the  unique  Lompoc 
chaparral.  In  addition,  the  least  tern  nests  to  the  west  and 
the  unarmored  three-spined  stickleback  resides  within  the  area 
of  influence  of  this  candidate  site.  Both  of  these  species 
are  listed  as  rare  or  endangered.  Biological  resources  could 
place  constraints  on  extensive  construction  activities  at  this 
site. 

Lompoc  Terrace  is  the  southernmost  candidate 
siting  artia  being  considered  within  Vandenberg.  Siting  of  the 
project  nere  would  place  additional  strain  on  Ocean  Avenue's 
traffic  auid  would  have  the  highest  potential  noise  impact 
upon  the  established  community. 

The  area  is  covered  by  disturbed  grassland  and  is 
currently  being  used  for  grazing. 

The  proposed  support  facilities  within  this  site 
would  be  laid  out  in  the  foreground,  with  the  launching 
facilities  to  the  west,  near  the  ocean. 

The  Bear  Creek  and  Lompoc  fault  zones  could  impact 
the  project  in  this  area,  thus  requiring  additional  engineering 
design  work  and  the  resultant  increase  in  construction  costs. 

In  summary,  there  are  positive  and  negative  aspects 


VI  - 7-34  Public  Comments 


reg?»j:ciing  the  utility  of  each  site  for  MX  flight  testin^g 
activities.  Here  are  some  examples.  Mineral  resources,  oil, 
could  rule  out  the  biologically  acceptaible  portion  of  San 
Antonio  Terrace.  Lompoc  Terrace  is  biologically  and 
archaeologically  favorable,  but  because  of  relative  nearness 
to  the  developed  community,  there  are  traffic  and  noise 
considerations.  The  biologically  accept£ible  Shuman  Canyon  is 
in  am  area  of  archaeological  sensitivity.  The  biological 
resources  must  be  considered  in  looking  at  Burton  Mesa. 

The  results  of  the  environmental  impact  analysis 
presented  in  this  statement,  along  with  information  provided 
by  you,  the  public,  will  be  carefully  reviewed  by  the  Base 
Commander,  the  Base  Facility  Board,  the  Division  Commander 
j.nd  the  Strategic  Air  Command  prior  to  the  selection  of  a 
site  and  commencement  of  MX  activities. 

Four  hundred  million  dollars  will  be  spent  on  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  MX  test  prograua  at 
Vamdenberg  as  broken  down  and  shown  in  the  slide  on  your 
left.  Total  construction  jobs  resulting  from  MX,  both  direct 
and  indirect,  include  about  50  in  1980,  1,000  in  1981, 
increase  to  1,600  in  1982,  and  fall  back  to  400  in  1983. 

Now,  as  many  of  you  know,  the  Air  Force  is 
interested  in  using  Vetndenberg  for  two  new  projects.  Along 
with  MX,  there  is  the  Space  Shuttle.  The  two  projects  will 
have  a cumulative  effect  on  growth.  Assuming  current 
schedules,  this  slide  shows  the  number  of  jobs  that  will  be 
generated  by  both  projects  between  1980  and  1983.  The  jobs 
are  broken  down  into  direct  construction  jobs,  indirect  jobs 
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in  North  County  amd  indirect  jobs  in  South  County.  The 
current  shuttle  •schedule  peaks  in  1980,  whereas  MX  peaks  in 
1982.  Because  of  the  similarity  of  certain  jobs,  MX  cam 
therefore  be  viewed  as  minimizing  the  decline  in  the  work 
force.  As  an  additional  note,  MX  activities  will  be  on  the 
increase  as  some  Minuteman  testing  activities  decrease. 

The  socioeconomic  impacts  of  the  MX  program  will 
be  an  increase  in  the  demand  for  housing  and  support  services, 
as  well  as  an  increase  in  the  demand  for  water,  energy, 
materials,  et  cetera.  The  significance  of  these  impacts 
could  be  reduced  by  constructing  temporary  housing,  possibly 
on  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base,  and  by  arranging  cooperative 
Air  Force-Community  Advanced  Planning  efforts. 

The  environmental  effects  associated  with  the 
flight  testing  at  Vandenberg  are  summarized  in  this  chart. 
Surface  disruption  will  occur  as  a result  of  road  and 
facility  construction.  There  will  also  be  soil  erosion  and 
alterations  of  ground  water  circulation  patterns.  Runoff 
will  increase  the  amount  of  suspended  sediments  in  nearby 
surface  water.  The  additional  traffic  will  Increase 
vehicular  and  particulate  emissions . Heibitats  will  be 
disrupted  and  2uiimals  may  be  stressed.  The  demand  for 
housing  and  associated  resources,  as  well  as  for  community 
services,  will  increase  emd  some  archaeological  sites  may  be 
disrupted  — disturbed. 

Mitigation  measures  will  be  built  into  the  Air 
force's  Environmental  Protection  Plam  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  any  construction  activities.  Measures  currently 
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under  consideration  include  the  following. 

Careful  site  selection  and  the  placement  of 
structures,  maintenamcc  of  drainage  patterns,  revegetation  and 
distribution  of  spoils  piles  to  minimize  surface  disruptions. 

Compaction  of  spoils , revegetation  emd  liquid 
waste  pile  cleanup  plans  to  minimize  hydrological  impacts. 

Revegetation  and  temporary  ground  covering  to 
decrease  the  quern tity  of  suspended  sediment  in  water. 

Dust  suppression  measures,  vehicular  emission 
controls  and  scheduling  of  activities  to  reduce  traffic 
congestion  to  minimize  air  quality  impacts. 

Location  of  roads  and  structures  and  the  restriction 
of  human  activities  .to  the  site  to  minimize  hed>itat  disruption. 
Rescheduling  activities  to  avoid  breeding  sund/ox  immigration  — 
or  migration  seasons. 

Rescheduling  activities,  soil  steUailization,  control 
of  runoff  by  revegetation  and  confinement  of  activities  to 
minimize  aquatic  disruptions. 

Careful  advanced  planning,  coordination  with  local 
governmental  and  civic  entities  and  construction  of  temporary 
housing  to  minimize  socioeconomic  impacts. 

Careful  site  selection,  exeunination,  cataloging 
eind  collection  or  reburial  of  remains  to  minimize  archaeo- 
logical disruptions. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  purpose  of  the  full-scale 
development  effort  is  three-fold;  To  evolve  an  MX  program 
system  which  meets  the  strategic  needs  of  the  country  at  an 
acceptable  cost  and  schedule;  to  perform  sufficient  flight 
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testing  so  that  the  system  cem  proceed  into  the  next  phase r 
namely,  production  and  deployment,  with  minimal  risks;  and 
to  evaluate  and  analyze  the  environmental  concerns  and 
develop  appropriate  mitigative  measures. 

To  carry  out  these  purposes,  it  takes  time.  If  you 
can  recall,  back  in  the  schedule,  it  is  a five-year  program. 

The  decisions  to  be  made  for  Milestone  II  involve 
the  manufacturing  of  20  full-scale  production  MX  missiles, 
the  selection  of  a basing  mode  so  that  the  MX  weapon  system 
can  be  characterized  in  full,  and  lastly,  flight  testing  at 
Veuidenberg  from  a prototype  basing  mode  facility. 

The  existence  of  an  MX  weapon  system  will  allow  the 
U.  S.  to  preserve  its  policy  of  peace  through  deterrent 
strength.  The  land-based  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles 
force  is  being  threatened  by  the  continuing  build-up  of 
Soviet  ICBM  capabilities.  MX  is  an  Intercontinental  Ballistic 
Missile  with  a multiple  aimpoint  basing  mode  that  will  give 
the  U . S . a survivable  land-based  force . 

With  these  words,  I would  like  to  conclude,  and 
thank  you  very  much. 

COL . SMITH ; Themk  you  very  much.  Colonel  Molnar. 

I think  I'd  like  to  remind  everybody  that  if  they 
desire  to  make  a statement,  please  fill  out  one  of  these 
three-by-five  cards  with  your  name,  address  and  the 
organization  that  you  represent,  and  give  it  to  one  of  our 
people  either  in  the  aisles  or  at  the  front  of  the  auditorium. 
As  soon  as  we  come  back  from  a short  ten -minute  recess  here, 
why,  we'll  start  off  with  statements  from  people  who  desire 
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to  make  them.  After  that  we'll  accept  questitms  from  the 
floor. 

Let's  recess  for  ten  minutes. 

(Recess  from  8:45  P.M.  to  9:00  P.M.) 

COL.  SMITH:  Call  the  hearing  back  to  order.  At  this 
point  in  the  hearing,  we're  going  to  have  the  presentations 
or  persons  who  desire  to  make  statements.  1 have  the  names 
of  several  persons  who  desire  to  make  statements. 

Once  again,  when  your  name  is  called,  if  you  could 
step  down  to  the  podium  in  front  of  the  auditorium,  on  your 
right  and  my  left,  euid  step  right  up  and  make  your  statement. 

If  you're  representing  a particular  group,  ten  minutes,  we'd 
appreciate  it,  five  minutes  if  you're  representing  only 
yourself  or  not  representing  a particular  group. 

The  first  name  that  I have  is  Joyce  Howerton, 

238  South  J Street,  Lompoc,  California. 

MS . JOYCE  HOWERTON : I'd  just  like  to  read  a short 
prepared  statement. 

I question  the  legal  and  moral  limitation  imposed 
on  individuals  euid  groups  by  having  just  one  hearing  in  Lompoc, 
a somewhat  remote  area,  with  little  publicity  statewide,  on 
eua  issue  that  will  affect  all  of  our  lives.  Since  the  five- 
volume  Environmental  Impact  Statement  did  not  come  out  until 
July,  there  was  little  time  to  look  at  it,  review  it  and 
be  able  to  speak  to  it.  We  can  only  make  educated  guesses 
as  the  environmental  dangers  the  new  war  tool  will  provide. 

There  is  a growing  number  of  people  who  will  not 
stand  by  and  allow  the  Pentagon  to  use  billions  of  dollars 
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to  develop  a weapon  that  brings  us  one  step  closer  to  a 
nuclear  war.  We  want  our  money  spent  on  human  needs.  We 
are  in  tlie  midst  of  an  economic  crisis.  We  have  hundreds  of 
people  that  have  no  food.  We  have  sick  and  aged  who  cam't  get 
help.  People,  not  the  military,  should  be  the  nation's 
number  one  priority. 

The  United  States  must  take  the  first  step  towards 
disarmament.  There  will  never  be  world  peace  if  we  continue 
to  prepare  for  war. 

I would  also  like  to  add  my  voice  to  the  many  who 
protested  the  simulated  nuclear  explosion  that  took  place 
today.  I feel  the  assurance  of  the  defense  nuclear  agency 
that  no  damage  would  occur  to  the  area  or  the  wildlife 
is  as  unbelievable  as  PG&E  telling  us  that  the  Diablo 
Nuclear  Powerplant  can  withstand  earthquakes. 

We  must  stop  all  nuclear  power  and  weapons 
development  now.  We  won't  be  given  many  more  chances. 

I would  also  like  to  point  out  that  one  of  the 
things  you  continued  to  say  in  your  statement  was  that  "We 
weuit  a public  input,"  amd  yet  we  are  speaking  to  ourselves 
here.  Or  you're  speaking  to  yourselves.  I think  it's  fair 
to  guess  that  the  majority  of  the  people  in  this  room  are 
military  connected. 

I think  that  we  should  have  these  hearings  held 
all  over  the  United  States  so  that  people , and  I mean  all 
the  people,  have  a chance  to  speak  to  this  issue.  They  need 
to  be  able  to  speak  to  it  on  every  aspect.  And  I feel  this 
is  very  unfair. 
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1 

I have  a list  of  groups  — these  are  a very  small 

2 

group  of  people  who  contacted  me  today  and  asked  roe  to  submit 

j 

3 

this  letter  saying  that  they  would  like  to  have  input.  There 

4 

are  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  groups  that  are  going  to  insist 

5 

on  the  right  to  speak  to  this  issue,  so  I would  hope  you'd 

6 

pay  attention. 

7 

Who  do  I give  the  list  to? 

8 

COL.  SMITH:  You  could  give  it  to  me,  please.  Do  you 

9 

desire  to  read  this  list? 

10 

MS.  HOWERTON:  Well,  I can  if  you  like. 

- 

11 

COL.  SMITH:  Well,  okay.  I'll  attach  it  as  an  exhibit. 

( 

’r 

12 

Whatever  you'd  like  to  do. 

13 

MS.  HOWERTON:  Okay,  let  me  read  it  first. 

14 

It's  the  Abalone  Alliance,  which  is  a statewide 

15 

antinuclear  group  in  California;  Clergy  and  Laity  Concerned, 

16 

in  California  and  in  Colorado;  the  Nebraskans  for  Peace,  in 

17 

Nebraska;  the  Animal  Defense  Council,  in  Arizona;  the 

1 

i 

! 

18 

Alliance  for  Survival  in  Los  Angeles. 

19 

COL.  SMITH:  Thank  you  very  much. 

i 

] 

i 

20 

We'll  mark  this  as  Exhibit  No.  1,  to  be  attached 

/ 

■5 

21 

to  the  transcript  of  the  hearing. 

22 

The  next  name  that  I have  to  speak  is  a Liz 

23 

Clingman  of  tlie  Community  Development  Department,  City  of 

' - 

24 

Lompoc. 

25 

Ms.  Clingmam. 

H 

26 

MS.  LIZ  CLINGMAN:  Good  evening.  I won't  introduce 

: 

27 

myself  again  since  the  gentlemeui  just  introduced  me. 

4 

-3 

1 

28 

I aun  here  representing  the  City  of  Lompoc  and  I 
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would  like  to  address  four  issues  which  the  city  is 
particularly  concerned  about. 

First,  a question  that  immediately  came  zo  mind  is 
that  there  is  housing  and  employment  data  on  the  Space 
Shuttle  in  the  MX  £:1S.  This  data  is  not  consistent  with 
what  is  in  the  Space  Shuttle  final  EIS.  On  the  advice  of 
the  Shuttle  office,  the  city  is  assuming  that  the  data  in  the 
MX  EIS  is  the  most  accurate  because  it  is  the  most  recent, 
but  we  feel  that  this  should  be  clarified  in  the  final  EIS. 

Secondly,  the  city  is  veiry  concerned  on  the  issue 
of  tremsient  construction  workers  amd  how  housing  will  be 
provided. 


7-1 


Thirdly,  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
population  projections  used  in  the  EIS  on  the  i4X  are  no 
longer  in  use  by  the  City  of  Lompoc  and  that  more  up-to-date 
projections  should  be  obtained,  amd  we  are  very  willing  to 
give  these  projections  to  the  consultants  upon  request. 

And  fourth,  the  tremsportation  impact  stated  in  the 
MX  EIS  are  not  as  explanatory  as  we'd  like  to  see  it. 

Now,  the  City  Engineer,  Jim  Dixon,  who  is  the 
second  name  on  that  card,  will  be  addressing  those  issues. 

With  regard  to  point  two  on  transient  construction 
workers,  the  city's  vacancy  rate  for  multi-family  housing  is 
currently  4.5  percent  or  approximately  a hundred  and  twenty 
vacant  units.  This  is  hardly  sufficient  to  accommodate  the 
potential  growth  in  transient  construction  workers  expected 
from  the  three  projects  that  will  be  going  on  concurrently; 
the  LN6,  the  Space  Shuttle  and  MX.  The  city  also  does  not 
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have  appropriately  zoned  available  land  to  be  developed  into 
a mobile  home  park  to  accommodate  transient  workers.  It  is 
our  hope  that  the  Air  Force  and/or  on-base  civilian 
contractors  will  make  a commitment  to  develop  facilities  for 
transient  construction  workers  on  the  base.  We  hope  that  this 
housing  will  be  compatible  with  environmental  standards  and 
it  will  be  attractive  enough  that  the  workers  will  prefer  to 
settle  in  this  area  instead  of  going  to  Lompoc  looking  for 


housing. 


In  regards  to  population  projections  — by  the  way, 


all  of  this  is  addressed  to  the  third  volume  of  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  — they  state  that  in  1580,  the 
projected  population  for  the  City  of  Lompoc  is  58,000  people  - 
obviously  that's  far  too  high  and  in  1990,  71,000  people. 
More  accurate  projections  for  the  Lompoc  community, 
including  Vandenberg  Village  and  Mission  Hills  Mesa  Oaks, 
are  36,212  in  1980  and  41,386  in  1990.  These  are  the 
city's  high  projections. 

Now  I'd  like  to  defer  to  Jim  Dixon  to  discuss  the 
transportation  problem. 

COL.  SMITH:  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Clingman. 

The  next  name  on  the  list  is  indeed  that  of 
Mr.  Jim  Dixon,  the  City  Engineer,  City  of  Lompoc. 

MR.  JIM  DIXON?  I have  two  basic  areas  of  Volume  III 
that  I'd  like  to  address.  One  is  page  341.  I'd  like  to  point 
out  that  the  Regional  Transportation  Plein  no  longer  shows  the 
Lompoc  bypass.  The  second  is  Table  3-33.  The  table  shows 
1981  baseline  volumes  peak  hour.  We  find  these  volxunes  are 
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less  than  our  current  peak -hour  volumes  we're  experiencing 
and  we  feel  (die  volume  should  be  looked  at  some  morei  The 
volumes  were  taken  on  H Street  at  the  Santa  Ynez  River.  We  ^ 
feel  a better  place  to  observe  these  volumes  would  be  where 
we're  experiencing  congestion  currently.  That  would  be 
closer  to  Ocean  Avenue  in  the  downtown  area. 

Thank  you. 

COL.  SMITH;  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Dixon. 

The  next  speaker  that  I have  is  a Mr.  L.  L.  Byron, 
V2mdenberg  Air  Force  Base. 

Mr.  Byron. 

MR.  L.  L.  BYRON:  I have  several  questions  here  that  I 
want  to  address. 

Working  with  the  military  for  a long  period  of  over 
30  years  — you  mentioned  --  on  your  slots  earlier  this 
evening  you  show  five  things.  You  mentioned  the  MX  — and 
I'm  referring  to  one  of  the  pictures  that  was  up  there,  and 
it  had  five  categories;  The  deterrence.  Strategic  Forces, 
the  Triad,  the  ICBMs  and  the  Threat. 

The  three  questions  that  I want  to  address  this  to 
first:  Is  there  any  recognition  of  enemy  birds  being  taught 
to  our  people,  to  recognize  any  of  the  enemy  birds  in  case 
they  should  launch? 

That's  one.  Number  Iwo  is  the  quick  recovery 
case-ability  of  — recoverability  that  we  v/ould  have  in  case 
of  an  attack;  and  number  three,  which  is  as  critical,  if  not 
more  so  than  the  other  categories  mentioned,  is  quality 
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In  all  of  these  things  in  this  impact  — pictures 
that  you  have  been  showing  no  reference  was  made  in  the 
conceptual  phase,  in  the  flight  test  phase,  or  any  of  the 
other  phases  shown,  and  I pose  these  questions  as  good  food 
for  thought  because  they  all  have  a direct  bearing  on  this 
Impact  Enviix>nment  Statement  on  the  different  categories  that 
you  have  mentioned. 

COL.  SMITH;  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Byron.  I'm  going 
to  ask  that  Colonel  Molnar  and  his  people  hold  off  answering 
those  questions  until  we  have  the  statements.  Colonel  Molnar 
has  notes  down  of  the  questions  and  we'll  perhaps  have  them 
answered  first.  In  the  event  that  we  can't  remember  them 
all,  could  you  repeat  them  again  if  it  becomes  necessary? 

The  next  name  that  I have  on  the  list  here  is  a 
Mr.  Tom  W.  Rodda,  I believe  it  is,  R-o-d-d-a,  of  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Riverside,  California. 

Mr.  Rodda. 

And  I should  also  mention  that  Mr.  Rodda  submitted 
a five-page  document,  which  will  be  marked  as  Exhibit  No.  2 
and  will  be  attached  to  the  transcript. 

MR.  TOM  W.  RODDA;  Thank  you. 

Rather  than  read  the  presentation  that  you  have, 

I would  just  like  to  stress  particularly  the  importance  of, 
before  the  Final  Environmental  Statement  on  the  Milestone  II, 
we  would  urge  you  very  strongly  to  meet  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  at  Riverside,  California,  our  Desert  Planning 
Staff.  I — the  paper  presents  what  I think  are  factual 
information  a>jout  the  importance  of  public  lands,  and  I would 


1 


1 


Public  Comments  VI  - 7-45 


NORMAN  H aOXLEY  crwTirun  ohowthand  wkaoatka 


like  — really  strongly  urge  an  early  meeting  prior  to  the 
Pinal  Statement  in  Milestone  II  to  clarify  whether  or  not  the 
basing  mode  selection  will  be  done  after  Milestone  II,  prior 
to  Milestone  III;  just  when  will  you  select  a basing  mode  and 
a security  system? 

Do  I make  myself  clear? 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Yes . 

MR.  RODDA;  Thank  you  very  much. 

COL.  SMITH:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Rodda.  Once  again 
I'm  going  to  ask  that  Colonel  Molnar  hold  off  on  answering 
the  question  at  this  time,  and  we'll  continue  on  with  the 
statements  and  then  turn  to  answering  questions. 

The  next  name  of  a speaker  that  I have  is 
Ms.  Doree  Webb,  Board  of  Supervisors  Staff  Assistant  for 
the  County  of  Santa  Barbara. 

Ms.  Webb. 

MS.  UOREE  WEBB;  I do  not  — 

COL.  SMITH;  Could  you  speak  up? 

MS.  WEBB;  I'm  not  here  to  speak.  I'm  just  listening. 

COL.  SMITH;  Okay.  Fine  then.  I had  a card  here  with 
your  name  on  it.  Excuse  me. 

The  next  speaker  that  I have  is  Mr.  Charles 
C.  Carmichael  of  the  Lompoc  Valley  Economic  Development 
Association. 


Mr.  Carmichael. 

MR.  CHARLES  C.  CARMICHAEL;  Well,  I would  like  to 
address  the  group  that  Lompoc,  some  years  back,  in  1958,  was 
a fairly  small  community,  and  the  rapid  growth,  from  5,500  to 
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1 

approximately  46,000  has  been  based  primarily  on  the  economy 

2 

stimulated  by  Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base.  We  are  basically  a 

3 

bedroom  community  supporting  this  facility.  If  we  don't 

4 

support  these  various  programs  when  they  come  in,  then  our 

5 

economy  and  our  high  unemployment  rate  is  going  to  worsen. 

6 

We  are  currently  at  ten  percent  unemployment  rate  and  it  is 

7 

cnXy  psro^^rsiHis  of  wo  qujt 

8 

economy. 

9 

I don ' t believe  that  the  young  lady  who  was  up 

10 

here  representing  the  city  with  a philosophy  of  "no  growth" 

11 

basically  speaking,  really  represents  the  elected  body  of 

12 

this  community.  I don't  believe  that  it's  the  position  of 

13 

the  city  council. 

14 

1 

I believe  that  the  city  should  take  the  position 

15 

of  insuring  that  we  have  the  housing  to  support  the  program. 

16 

Currently  we  have  a vacancy  rate  of  four  percent. 

17 

We  still  have  some  un  — or,  vacant  lemd  in  the  residential 

18 

areas,  quite  a bit  of  it  if  it's  developed.  We  have  a 

19 

considerable  amount  of  land  to  the  north  of  here  that  can  be 

20 

developed. 

21 

And  I think  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  this 

22 

community  to  support  these  programs  in  detail. 

23 

Thank  you. 

24 

COL.  SMITH:  Thank  you  very  much,  sir. 

25 

That's  all  of  the  cards  that  I have  with  naxoes  of 

26 

speakers.  Is  there  anybody  else  who  would  desire  to  present 

27 

a statement- at  this  time? 

28 

I see  a hand  over  here.  If  the  person  could  step 
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up  to  the  podium  and  present  the  statement.  Please  state  your 
neune  and  address  and  the  name  of  any  group  or  organization 
that  you  may  be  representing. 

MS.  SANA  PETERSON;  Do  you  want  my  name,  my  address,  my 
group?  Anytb,ing  e.l^e? 

COL.  SMITH;  Please,  and  any  other  information  that  you 
feel  may  be  helpful. 

MS.  PETERSON;  Okay.  My  name  is  Sana  Peterson.  My 
address  is  809  Florence  Street,  Santa  Barbara. 

My  group  is  — it’s  a big  group  of  people  that  are 
against  nuclear  developments.  We  really  think  that  it's  an 
insidious  — insidious  evil,  destructive  force. 

Anyway,  I don't  know  the  particulars,  all  these 
details  that  you've  been  presenting  us  with;  I have  no  films 
or  anything,  but  as  far  as  the  arms  race  that,  you  know, 
you  say  peace  comes  through  a — something  of  strength. 

Anyway,  it  shows  strength  or  something.  I want  to  say  the 
arms  race  never  ends.  It  provides  no  security,  no  peace  and 
no  rest  from  the  strife  and  the  fear  and  the  waste  of  human 
energy.  It's  a nightmare.  And  I'm  in  it,  too,  and  we're  all 
in  this  nightmare  together;  and  I long  for  us  to  wake  up,  but 
we're  very  deeply  asleep  and  apart  from  the  truth  of  light, 
which  is  not  peace  through  paranoia  and  peace  through  being 
able  to  deal  death. 

The  most  dire  crimes  are  committed  in  a similar 
manner  that  we're  considering  this.  There's  reasons,,  there’s 
rationales,  there's  plwning,  there's  calculating,  and  it 
medces  it  no  less  a crime. 
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There's  no  spot  on  our  land  that  deserves  the 
desperation  of  being  turned  into  a subway  or  mechanized 
nuclear  death.  There's  sc  — oh,  we  need  so  much,  and  that 
we  don't  need. 

Our  technology  emd  this  money,  it  could  be  spent, 
it  could  be  spent  — I'm  not  really  technology.  There's 
things  we  could  do,  transportation  things,  cleeuier  energy, 
a lot  of  places  this  money  could  be  spent  and  jobs  could  be 
made  that  would  last.  These  jobs  that  are  going  to  be  made, 
you  show  in  the  very  graph  of  it,  they  go  away  in  a few  years; 
and  all  the  people  move  to  Lompoc,  their  jobs  disappear  eujd 
then  you've  got  unemployment  worse  them  you  had  before. 

I mean,  I'm  not  an  economist,  but  that's  logical 
to  me.  I see  it,  you  know,  if  you  have  ten  percent  and 
you're  supporting  it,  you're  going  to  have,  you  know,  twelve 
percent  as  you  increase  your  population.  It's  no  solution. 

The  peace  that  we  all  enjoy  right  now  sitting  here 
in  this  lovely  room  with  all  our  lovely  friends,  it  doesn't 
derive  from  this  kind  of  peacemeOcing . It  derives  from  what 
we  share.  We  all  share.  All  human  beings,  the  Russians. 
Peace.  It's  our  planet,  it's  our  home,  it's  our  life,  it's 
all  our  God-given  things.  That's  peace.  This  is  a nightmare. 

Thank  you. 

COL . SMITH ; Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Peterson. 

Do  we  have  any  other  persons  who  desire  to  present 
a statement? 

I see  a hand  over  here,  sir.  If  you  could  step  to 
the  microphone  and  please  identify  yourself. 
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MR.  BEN  COLLIERS;  My  name  is  Ben  Colliers.  I reside 
at  216  Amherst  Place  in  Lompoc,  and  I'd  just  like  to  say 
something  in  regards  to  these  comments. 

First  of  all,  it's  great  to  talk  ahont  peace.  It 
would  be  a wonderful  thing  in  this  world  today  if  we  could 
all  have  peace.  But  let's  not  forget  one  thing.  We've  got 
some  people  over  there  on  the  other  side  of  the  oceeui  that's 
ready  to  throw  that  stuff  at  us  if  they  have  to  do  it. 

Now,  I can  see  this  talk  about  peace,  but  we're 
sitting  here  tonight.  If  we  didn't  have  the  Strategic  Air 
Commauid,  if  we  didn't  have  the  weapons  systems  which  we  have, 
how  long  do  you  think  that  we  would  have  that  Star  Spangled 
Banner  flying  up  above?  You'd  better  believe  it  would  be 
the  Hammer  and  Sickle,  zmd  don't  forget  it. 

Thank  you. 

COL.  SMITH;  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Colliers. 

Do  we  have  any  other  persons  who  desire  to  present 
statements  here  this  evening? 

I don't  see  any  other  hands  up. 

Since,  apparently,  there  are  no  further  speakers, 
let's  turn  to  the  questions  of  the  evening,  and  essentially 
we  already  have  some  questions.  Colonel  Molnar,  would  you 
like  at  this  time  to  either  answer  or  have  appropriate 
persons  answer  some  of  the  questions  presented? 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Mr.  Bryon,  Byron,  do  I understand  your 
first  question  as  follows?  Can  we  recognize  a Soviet  launch? 

MR.  BYRON;  Can  we  recognize  — 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Can  we  recognize  the  weapons  coming  in? 
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MR . BYRON ; That  is  correct,  sir. 

COL.  MQLNAR;  Those  weapons  are  traveling  at  very,  very 
high  speed  and  not  visible  to  the  human  eye. 

MR.  BYRON;  The  point  that  I brought  up,  the  fact  I 
brought  up,  sir,  was  this,  the  recognition  of  enemy  birds,  are 
there  any  classes  being  taught  where  our  people  can  recognize 
those  at  the  present  time? 

COL.  MQLNAR;  Re-entry  vehicles  cannot  be  recognized  by 
the  human  eye. 

MR . BYRON ; The  second  question  is  what  is  our  quick 
recovery  capability  in  case  of  attack?  That  was  the  second 
question. 

COL.  MQLNAR;  Okay.  Let  me  try  to  answer  it  this  way. 

In  the  first  place.  I'll  go  back  and  I say  that  the  aim  of 
our  Strategic  Forces  is  deterrence  — okay?  — and  that  is 
to  pose  for  any  planner  the  impossibility  that  he  can  destroy 
our  ICBM  system  so  that  we  Ccuinot  retaliate  auid  our 
recovereibility , therefore,  exists  in  the  fact  that  no  matter 
what  he  throws,  we  will  have  sufficient  retaliatory  capability 
so  that  we  cam  knock  out  his  economic  system,  and  that 
reduces  his  incentive  to  shoot  at  us. 

If  you'll  look  at  the  1980  — mid-1980  projection, 
the  ICBM  capability  of  the  country  could  be  reduced  so  that 
it  would  be  ineffective  in  responding  and  therefore  give 
somebody  the  opportunity  of  a launch  to  reduce  the  strength 
of  the  IBMs  so  that,  if  we  did  shoot  back,  we  could  not 
destroy  their  quick  recoveiry  capability,  and  therefore  give 
them  a hand  up. 
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The  recoverability  that  I think  you're  talking  eibout 
exists  in  the  survivaOaility  of  the  force.  The  survivability 
of  the  force  poses  a problem  to  the  Russian  planner  that  says 
that  it's  nonsense  for  him  to  shoot  at  us  in  the  beginning. 

It's  the  essence  of  deterrence  and  the  aim  and  reason  for 
why  we  employ  the  nuclear  systems.  We  do  not  want  to  shoot. 

Now,  the  last  question  that  you  had  dealt  with, 

I think,  some  technical  aspect? 

MR.  BYRON;  Quality  assurance,  sir.  Quality  assurance. 

No  reference  was  made  anywhere  throughout  that  entire  group 
of  pictures  — 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Yes,  sir. 

Mi^.  BYRON;  — where  quality  assuramce  would  be 
involved  from  the  conceptual  stage  throughout  the  total 
spectrum  of  all  the  different  pictures  that  were  shown. 

COL.  MOLNAR;  All  right.  Let  me  see  if  I can  emswer 
that.  For  everything  that's  built  by  us,  under  contract, 
quality  assurance  is  required.  It's  in  the  contract  someplace. 
Okay?  And  it's  the  responsibility,  the  assigned  responsi- 
bility, of  the  contractor  who  takes  on  the  contract  to  follow 
through  on  quality  assurance  aspects.  They  are  part  of  the 
Military  Specifications  that  are  put  out  when  we  put  out  our 
request  for  proposals.  So  we  do  have  quality  assurauice  in 
our  program.  We  have  it  at  the  subsystem  level.  We  also 
have  it  at  the  system  level. 

Did  I help,  Mr.  Byron? 

MR.  BYRON;  You  did  partially,  sir,  but  what  I had 
reference  to  is  where  Air  Force  quality  assurance  is  involved. 
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In  other  words,  to  what  extent  and  where  are  our  people  going 

1 

i 

1 

2 

to  be  involved  in  all  five  categories?  Because  we  monitor 

3 

the  activities  of  all  these  various  contractors  in  aircraft, 

4 

in  electronics,  submarines,  the  whole  total  spectrum,  we 

5 

have  AFQAs  that  monitor  the  contractor's  efforts.  That's 

6 

what  1 had  reference  to,  along  in  consonant  with  the 

7 

contractors'  inspectors.  That's  the  phase  that  I had 

8 

reference  to,  tying  them  both  together. 

9 

COL.  MOLNAR:  I'll  make  the  following  comment.  The 

10 

intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  systems  produced  by  this 

11 

country  are  of  the  highest  quality,  the  highest  reliability 

12 

that  they  cam  be,  and  I'm  sure  that  quality  assurance,  you 

13 

know,  is  uppermost  in  the  conduct  of  the  development  of  the 

14 

system,  the  manufacturing  and  ultimate  deployment  of  the 

15 

system,  and  that's  the  best  answer  that  I can  give. 

16 

COL.  SMITH;  Colonel,  I think  there  were  some  other 

17 

questions.  Could  you  proceed  on  with  them,  please,  answering 

18 

those? 

19 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Mr.  Rodda?  I believe  your  question  was 

20 

When  will  a basing  mode  selection  be  made? 

21 

MR.  RODDA;  Yes. 

22 

COL.  MOLNAR;  When  will  we  choose  between  vertical 

23 

shelters  or  horizontal  shelters  or  hydro-trench?  We  have  — 

24 

we  would  like  to  have  that  decision  made  as  part  of  the 

25 

Milestone  II  decision.  But  that  decision  can  come  in  various 

26 

forms.  You  can  pick  one,  say,  vertical  shelter,  and  go  with 

27 

that  as  the  sole  mode.  I believe  the  decision  could  be  made 

28 

as  part  of  the  Milestone  II  process  that  says  the  vertical 
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shelter  may  be  the  primary  way  to  go,  with  some  backup,  say, 
in-line  hydro- trench.  That's  also  a decision. 

It  would  be  most  helpful  if  there  was  a decision  on 
the  basing  mode  based  on  the  fact  that  we're  going  to  be 
building,  along  with  the  missile,  its  support  equipment,  and 
unfortunately,  it's  different  from  the  mode.  So  the  reason 
that  we  would  like  to  have  the  mode  selected  is  so  that  we 
ceui  scope  the  problems  of  building  the  support  equipment. 

It  is  one  of  the  elements  that's  involved  in  the 
decision  II  of  the  Milestone  II  decision.  It's  one  of  the 
reasons  why  we  provided  the  environmental  information  that  we 
provided.  We  put  it  in  a separate  volume. 

f 

The  security  system.  The  security  system  will  be 
studied  throughout  full-scale  engineering  development. 

We  recognize  that  there  are  certain  things  that 
point  security  can  mitigate  in  an  environmental  sense.  It's 
a technical  challenge  compared  to  air  security  from  the 
stcindpoint  of  concealment  of  the  missile. 

I am  sure  that  when  we  look  at  people's  regards  for 
the  land  required  in  the  area  of  security-versus-point  security 
arena,  that  we  will  work  hardest  on  the  point  security  system. 
It's  the  most  mitigative  against  environmental  impacts, 
particularly  land  use  and  land  access. 

Is  that  a satisfactory  answer? 

MR.  RODDA;  Yes,  it  is,  and  I appreciate  your  candor. 

I would  urge  that  tlie  final  statement  clarify  this  because  we 
had  — our  Sacramento  office  took  it  that  that  decision  would 
be  a Milestone  III  decision.  I read  it,  it  would  be  after 
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Milestone  II. 

f 

2 

COL.  MOLNAR:  Okay. 

3 

MR.  RODDA:  There  was  a lot  of  confusion. 

4 

COL.  MOLNAR:  Yes,  sir.  The  confusion  is  that  we  are 

5 

not  at  this  stage  of  the  game  making  a deployment  area  site 

1 

6 

selection.  What  we  did,  in  order  to  get  a handle  on  the 

7 

impacts  associated  with  the  basing  modes,  was  to  put  those 

8 

basing  modes  into  areas  which  we  have  ascertained  at  this 

9 

time  to  be  geotechnically  suitable  for  the  deployment  of  MX. 

10 

Let  me  explain  what  I mean  by  geotechnically  suit- 

11 

able.  It's  the  place  where  you  can  build  trenches  or  the 

12 

place  that  you  can  build  shelters  against  some  given  criteria. 

13 

Okay? 

14 

Examples  of  where  we  can't  build  are  parks,  Indian 

15 

reservations,  cultural  sorts  of  things. 

16 

There  were  some  constructability  aspects  associated 

17 

with  site  selection.  You  can't  build  a trench  if  the  water 

18 

table  is  ten  feet  down  and  the  trench  is  buried  twenty-five 

19 

feet. 

20 

That's  how  we  ascertained  at  this  stage  of  the 

21 

game  what  were  suited>le  lands  for  the  deployment.  Theh  what 

22 

we  did  was,  with  that  information,  looked  at  what  we  call 

23 

sample  areas  contained  into  a subdivision  of  those  geotechnical 

24 

areas  we  call  physical/biological  regions.  Those  were  places 

25 

where  topography  and  certain  other  aspects  all  look  the  same. 

26 

If  you  clump  them  and  they  look  the  same,  they  make  the 

27 

analysis  much  simpler.  But  you  can  move  these  what  we  call 

28 

basing  mode  comparison  areas  ujick  and  forth  within  the 
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We  are  not  ready  today  to  make  a point  deployment 
area  site  selection.  What  we  did  was  look  for  fundamental 
information  that  we  needed  to  go  along  with  the  other 
information  that  we  have  gathered  so  that  we  could  provide 
this  all  to  the  decisionmakers. 

That  was  — it's  a practical  way  of  doing  the  job 
right.  And  we  don't  do  it  hypothetical.  We  didn't  do  that. 

We  have  been  working  with  the  problem  of  where  we're  going 
to  deploy  the  system  and  we've  joined  the  two  of  them,  but, 
by  no  means,  does  that  mean  we're  going  to  deploy  in  any  given 
one  of  those  identified  sample  areas  called  basing  mode 
comparison  areas. 

The  confusion  arises  in  how  fast  are  we  going  to 
get  the  deployment  area  site  selection,  and  we're  not  there. 

MR.  RODDA;  Sir,  perhaps  I didn’t  make  myself  clear.  I 
understood  that  the  site  selection  is  way  down  — 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Yes . 

MR.  RODDA t — several  stages  beyond  where  we're  at  now. 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Yes. 

MR.  RODDA;  I'm  saying,  in  response  to  your  Draft 
Statement,  — 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Yes. 

MR.  RODDA;  — it  is  critical  which  mode  emd  which 
security  system  — 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Yes,  sir. 
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MR.  ROOD A;  — will  go  forward. 

COL.  KOLNAR;  I understand. 

MR.  RQDDA;  If  there  will  be  more  than  one,  will  it  go 
into  final  engineering? 

I read  the  statement  indicating  one  would  go  into 
it;  euiother  gentleman  said  he  thought  all  four  would  go  into 
it. 

I can’t  conceive  how  you  could  take  them  all  into 
final  engineering.  I would  ask  you  to,  in  the  Pinal  Statement, 
clarify  that,  but  I — my  main  point  was  to  urge  early 
coordination  — 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Yes,  sir. 

MR.  RQDDA;  — 2md  careful  consideration  of  the 
California  desert,  which  has  the  Congressional  mandate  that 
I brought  out  in  my  paper. 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Yes,  sir. 

MR.  RQDDA;  Thank  you. 

COL.  SMITH;  Do  we  have  any  other  questions?  We  have 
people  with  roving  mikes.  If  you  have  a question,  please 
raise  your  hand  and  we'll  see  if  we  can't  get  somebody  to  you 
in  a hurry. 

I think  on  the  far  side  over  there. 

A VOICE:  I don't  think  I'll  need  a microphone.  I think 
I cam  probably  be  heard. 

With  regard  to  the  prospect  of  potential  oil 
development  on  the  — • what  was  it,  the  Burton  Mesa  area  or 
the  San  Antonio  Terrace?  — Sem  Antonio  Terrace,  I believe, 
has  the  Air  Force  considered  the  prospect  of  directional 
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drilling  in  order  to  further  enhemce  the  likelihood  of  using 
Seui  Antonio  Terrace  for  MX? 

COL.  SMITH;  Colonel  Molnar,  whom  do  you  — 

COL.  MOLNAR;  Can  we  accept  that  as  a question  to  get 
back  to  you,  please? 

A VOICE;  Certainly. 

COL . SMITH ; All  right,  in  that  connection,  could  we 
please  have  the  neune  and  address  to  send  the  response  to. 


then? 


COL.  MOLI-IAR;  We  do  have  somebody  that  can  respond  to 


that. 

MR.  BILL  PICK:  I would  respond  to  it  to  this  extent. 

The  mineral  interests  in  the  area  are  held  by  others  and 
they're  — if  they  have  a proposal  for  developing  any  oil 
interests  up  there  which  included  directional  drilling  or 
slant  drilling  or  something  like  that,  they  can  certainly 
make  it.  I guess  that's  the  point  I'm  saying.  We've  had 
discussions  with  them  about  the  development  and  whether  or 
not  it's  possible  to  have  the  two  things  compatible  and  so 
sort  of  have  the  oil  company  make  the  point  as  to  whether 
or  not  various  types  of  development  are  to  be  used. 

A VOICE;  Real  good.  Thank  you. 

COL . SMITH ; The  person  responding  to  the  question  was 
Mr.  Bill  Fick,  the  Deputy  Base  Civil  Engineer  here  at 
Vandenberg  Air  Force  Base. 

Do  we  have  any  other  questions? 

I don't  see  any  hands.  There  must  be  some  questions 
around  somewhere. 
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1 I Do  we  have  any  other  persons  who  desire  to  make 

statements,  either  on  behalf  of  themselves  or  representing 
groups  ? 

A VOICE;  I move  we  adjourn. 

COL.  SMITH;  Well,  if  we  don't  get  any  hands  here  in  a 
moment,  we  will,  but  I want  to  make  certain  that  we  have  a 
last  opportunity  for  both  speakers  and  for  people  who  have 
questions . 
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Are  there  any  persons  in  either  category? 

Apparently  not. 

On  the  screen  up  here,  we  have  to  your  right  a 
list  of  the  organizations  and  places  in  the  area  that  do  have 
copies  of  the  five  volumes  of  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

Additionally,  I'd  like  to  remind  you  that  if  you 
have  any  written  statements,  they  can  be  sent,  within  five 
days,  to  the  address  on  the  left. 

I think  — is  that  the  Norton  — 

A VOICE;  Yes . 

COL.  SMITH;  The  Norton  Air  Force  Base  address  there  and 
they  will  be  included  in  the  transcripts  of  the  hearing. 

On  behalf  of  the  United  States  Air  Force,  I'd  like 
very  much  to  thank  the  City  of  Lompoc  for  making  this  facility 
available  to  us  and  to  all  the  persons  who  cooperated  in 
putting  on  this  program  here  this  evening.  We  very  much 
appreciate  it. 

The  hearing  is  adjourned. 

(The  hearing  was  adjourned  at  9:40  P.M.) 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEtwENT 

Riverside  District  Office 
1695  Spruce  Street 
Riverside,  California  92507 
Phone:  (714)  787-1679 
FTS  796-1679 


ir 


Subject:  Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  - 

MX  Missile  System,  Milestone  11 

Presented  By:  Tom  1).  Rodda,  Chief,  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordination, 
Riverside  District  Office  at  Public  Meeting,  Lompoc,  CA. 
August  30,  1978 

The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  is  to  be  complimented  on  a concise, 
well -organized  presentation  of  general  environmental  impacts  of  an 
extremely  complex  project.  The  ‘information  on  the  proposed  action, 
alternative  configurations  and  seven  major  geographic  areas  is,  for  the 
most  part,  understandable  when  read  with  care. 

As  the  report  points  out,  the  8LM  is  one  of  the  administering  agencies 
for  public  lands  in  several  of  the  Basic  Mode  Comparison  Areas.  On- 
going land  and  resource  use  planning  is  an  important  item  in  public  land 
administration.  The  draft  recognizes  this  in  Vol.  IV,  page  67.  It  also 
points  out  that  should  the  MX  System  be  deployed,  these  plans  will  be 
moot. 

The  draft  does  not,  however,  recognize  the  special  legislative  policies 
established  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
(FLPHA).  The  Act  provides  in  part  that  — IE  E II  If  E 

i'SJEP  -,,-1978 

J,-  HDR-SANTA  BARBARA 


VI  -•  7-62  Public  Comments 


"The  public  lands  be  managed  in  a manner  that  will  protect 
the  quality  of  scientific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological, 
environmental,  air  and  atmospheric,  water  resource  and 
archeological  values;  that,  where  appropriate  will  preserve  and 
protect  certain  lands  in  their  natural  condition;  that  will  provide 
food  and  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife,  and  domestic  animals;  and 
that  will  provide  for  outdoor  recreation  and  human  occupancy 
and  use;'' 

The  policy  statement  also  states  that  "the  public  lands  be  managed 
in  a manner  which  recognizes  the  nation's  need  for  domestic  sources 
of  minerals,  food,  timber  and  fiber  from  the  public  lands  including 
implementation  of  the  Mining  and  Minerals  Policy  Act  of  1970.  . 

The  thrust  of  FLPMA  is  particularly  emphatic  and  specific  in  Sec.  601 
wHirh  establishes  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area.  This  area 
encompasses  all  of  the  California  portion  of  the  California  Mojave 
Desert  BMCA. 

The  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  has  a special  mandate.  Section  601(a) 
of  FLPMA  states: 

"The  use  of  all  California  desert  resources  can  and  should  be 
provided  for  in  a multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  management 
plan  to  conserve  these  resources  for  future  generations,  and 
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to  provide  present  and  future  use  and  enjoyment,  particularly 
outdoor  recreation  uses,  including  the  use,  where  appropriate, 
of  off-road  recreational  vehicles;" 

In  addition,  Section  601(b)  states: 

"It  is  the  purpose  of  this  section  to  provide  for  the  immediate  and 
future  protection  and  administration  of  the  public  lands  in  the 
California  Desert  within  the  framework  of  a program  of  multiple 
use  and  sustained  yield  and  the  maintenance  of  environmental  quality." 

The  law  directs  that  a long-range  plan  for  the  management,  use,  develop- 
ment and  protection  of  the  California  Desert  be  implemented  beginning  no 
later  than  September  30,  1980.  Resource  inventories  are  nearing  comple- 
tion and  the  plan  is  on  schedule.  One  part  of  the  planning  involves 
potential  wilderness  areas.  We  are  now  conducting  public  workshops  to 
help  determine  which  areas  possess  wilderness  characteristics.  TliP.se 
will  be  presented  to  Congress  for  a decision,  but  in  the  interim,  potential 
areas  must  be  managed  to  protect  their  wilderness  values. 

Public  attitudes  toward  the  desert  have  been  surveyed.  While  wide 
differences  in  attitudes  exist,  interest  in  the  desert  is  nation-wide. 
Protection  is  emphasized  by  many;  as  evidenced  by  a recently  introduced 
bill  to  establish  the  East  Mohave  National  Park.  Other  users  want 
little  or  no  interference  with  outdoor  recreational  vehicle  use,  mining, 
and  expanding  needs  for  power  plants  and  energy  transmission  corridors. 
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Regardless  of  the  basing  mode  selected  for  the  MX  System,  a major 
impact  on  public  land  management  in  the  California  Desert  will  result. 
While  direct  generalized  impacts  on  the  several  thousands  of  square 
miles  are  recognized  in  the  draft,  it  does  not  mention  the  management 
problems  associated  with  the  remainder  of  the  public  lands  not  suited 
for  missile  deployment.  In  effect,  BLH  would  be  left  with  islands  of 
mountenous  terrain,  along  with  great  problems  of  access  and  limitations 
to  human  use  caused  by  the  restrictions  imposed  on  the  deployment  area(s). 

Of  the  deployment  modes  presented,  the  vertical  shelter,  point  security 
seems  to  offer  the  least  relative  impact  to  our  programs  and  planning 
efforts  in  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area.  A detailed  review 
of  Volume  IV  reveals  a marked  discrepancy  between  the  80  missiles  for 
vertical  shelter/  point  security  in  the  California  Mojave  Desert  BMCA 
and  the  120  missiles  in  both  the  Central  Nevada  Great  Basin  BMCA  and  the 
Luke  Yuma  BMCA.  Respective  unsuitable  areas  of  24%,  30%  and  10%  fails 
to  explain  the  difference.  This  should  be  developed  further  in  the 
final  statement. 

Another  question  involves  point  security  for  the  Hybrid  Trench  mode.  It 
is  not  clear  from  the  statements  on  Vol.  I,  page  38  and  Vol.  IV,  page  7 
why  point  security  is  not  feasible. 

If  our  understanding  is  correct,  the  decision  of  which  single  basing 
mode  to  be  selected  will  be  made  after  the  final  environmental  statement 
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on  Milestone  11.  Because  the  selected  mode  and  security  system  will 
have  tremendous  impacts  on  public  lands,  we  would  like  to  furnish  more 
detailed  data  on  impacts  and  future  management  problems  for  inclusion  in 
the  final  statement.  To  do  this  we  would  need  to  review  the  working  maps 
upon  which  the  suirmary  impacts  were  based. 

In  addition  to  future  management  problems  described  previously,  particular 
concern  should  be  payed  to  species  of  plants  and  animals  listed  as  rare 
by  the  State  of  California  or  under  status  review  under  the  Federal 
Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Also  impacts  on  other  lands  due  to  displacement  of  outdoor  recreition 
vehicle  use,  and  large  animals  should  be  fully  documented.  Without  doubt 
the  Air  Force  would  have  to  enter  the  Section  7 consultation  process 
were  the  California  Mojave  BMCA  selected. 

Recognizing  that  site  selection  is  not  imminent,  a better  understanding 
of  the  mode/security  impacts  is  needed  by  our  planning  staff.  At  the 
same  time,  the  Air  Force  analysts  could  review  the  detailed  inventory 
data  available.  Effective  coordination  will  be  required  from  now  on. 

An  early  meeting  to  initiate  coordination  will  be  appreciated. 
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COMMENT 

NO. 


7-1 


7-2 


7-3 


7-4 


7-5 


7-6 


RESPONSES 


See  Volume  III,  Section  3.3.2  for  an  explanation  of  consis- 
tency between  the  Space  Shuttle  FEIS  and  this  PEIS. 


See  Volume  III,  Section  2. 2. 2. 3 for  the  current  and  proposed 
population  projections  for  Lompoc. 


See  Volume  III,  Section  5. 2. 1.9  for  discussion  of  housing 
mitigations . 


See  Volume  III,  Section  2. 2. 2. 3 for  the  current  and  proposed 
population  projections  for  Lompoc. 


Reference  to  Lompoc  by-pass  deleted.  An  analysis  of  traffic 
impacts  along  "H"  Street  was  added  to  Volume  III,  Section 

3. 3. 2. 2. 5. 


A public  hearing  on  the  Milestone  II  Draft  EIS  was  held  in 
Lompoc,  California  because  in  this  statement  Vandenberg  APB 
is  the  principal  location  of  activity  should  the  MX  program 
proceed  into  Full-Scale  Engineering  Development  (FSED) . Since 
site  selection  was  not  an  issue  in  this  EIS,  public  hearings 
were  considered  premature  in  the  10  states  identified  as  having 
geotechnically  suitable  land  for  MX  deployment.  Assuming  the 
MX  program  proceeds  into  FSED  and  a site  selection  EIS  is  pre- 
pared, public  hearing  will  be  held  in  states  potentially  affected. 
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